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1 Introduction 
 
At this moment, there are approximately 4.2 million conflict-affected people in the Darfur 
Crisis. The Crisis has resulted in an estimated 200,000 people dead, 2.2 million people 
internally displaced and 238,000 refugees in eastern Chad. (Darfur - UNAMID - 
Background 2007). The Darfur Crisis started in March of 2003 when Government backed 
Janjaweed militia and other armed rebel groups began fighting. In December of that same 
year, United Nations under-Secretary-General, Jan Egeland said Darfur had quickly 
become “one of the worst humanitarian crises in the world.” (UN News Centre n.d.) As a 
response, the largest current relief effort in the world was initiated, “more than US $650 
million in aid to Darfur is planned for 2007 by the United Nations and its partners, and 
more than 12,000 Humanitarian workers are deployed in the region” and include “staff 
from 13 UN agencies, the Red Cross/Red Crescent societies and more than 80 non-
governmental organizations” (Darfur - UNAMID - Background 2007). This humanitarian 
relief operation has helped save hundreds of thousands of lives. However, faced with 
continued fighting from both sides, civilians continue to be forcibly displaced.  
 
With nearly 250,000 newly displaced in Darfur this year (The Secretary-General’s visit to 
Darfur – Fact sheet 2007, p. 4), Internally Displaced People (IDP) camps are becoming 
overpopulated. As a result, “tensions are rising, and for the first time since late 2004, 
humanitarian aid workers are reporting a substantial increase in malnutrition” (Darfur - 
UNAMID - Background 2007). The international community has also tried to help spark 
peace talks between the different sides of the conflict but limited support for these peace 
talks and consequent peace deals have been received on the ground. Fighting, killings, 
displacements are ongoing. The United Nations has yet to refer to the crisis as genocide. 
However, human rights violations are reported in Darfur and in a United Nations report, it 
was concluded that “International offences such as the crimes against humanity and war 
crimes that have been committed in Darfur may be no less serious and heinous than 
genocide” (Darfur - UNAMID - Background 2007) and urged that the Security Council “act 
not only against the perpetrators but also on behalf of the victims” (Darfur - UNAMID - 
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Background 2007). As stated, the crisis has lasted for over four years; peace talks have 
been ongoing, but remained at a diplomatic level. The United Nations has pressed for a 
United Nations peacekeeping force to enter Darfur to monitor the peace formulated at the 
peace talks. However, no real action, in the form of an intervention has yet been taken. This 
project will attempt to discuss and explain the various political reasons for the hesitation of 
the international community to intervene in Darfur. 
 
2 Problem Field 
As explained, the Darfur Crisis has been ongoing for the last four years and claimed large 
amounts of lives. The relief effort remains the largest in the world, however, the crisis 
continues to claim lives and security in Darfur remains low. The United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees states that: “While UNHCR remains committed to ensuring 
their (Darfuris’ and air workers’) protection through its presence in Darfur, access to 
internally displaces person (IDPs) and refugees is increasingly compromised by the 
worsening conditions on the ground” (‘Supplementary Appeal for Darfur – Protection and 
Assistance to Refugees and IDPs in Darfur’ 2007). Attacks continue in Darfur; “The attack 
was the most dramatic display yet of the new kind of chaos that is engulfing Darfur, where 
the conflict has morphed from a rebellion and brutal counterinsurgency into a free-for-all 
among dozens of armed groups, with aid workers and peacekeepers increasingly in their 
sights.” (Gettleman 2007). Though, this is made clear by lots of media attention, no action 
in the form of humanitarian intervention has been taken on by the international community. 
This description of the present situation leaves many questions unanswered. This project 
will attempt to answer these questions.  
In explaining the problem further, two dimensions can be extracted. First of all, in today’s 
world there are increasing amounts of internal crises, seen in Rwanda, Kosovo and now 
Darfur, and an increasing focus on universal norms. The international community has a 
moral obligation to protect human rights as it is a universal principle enshrined in the 
United Nations Charter. However, the principle of state sovereignty, also enshrined in the 
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United Nations Charter, and a principle very important to most states, conflicts with the aim 
of upholding human rights when it is in the form of humanitarian intervention as it would 
be in Darfur. The United Nations has recognised this dilemma and has set out to, through a 
variety of ways, reform itself to be able to better deal with these kinds of crises and states. 
“We stress the need for the General Assembly to continue consideration of the 
responsibility to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and 
crimes against humanity and its implications, bearing in mind the principles of the Charter 
and international law” (United Nations 2005 World Summit Outcome 2005). “The Charter 
of the United Nations is not as clear as it could be when it comes to saving lives within 
countries in situations of mass atrocity. It “reaffirm(s) faith in fundamental human rights” 
but does not do much to protect them, and Article 2.7 prohibits intervention “in matters 
which are essentially within the jurisdiction of any state”” (A More Secure World: Our 
Shared Responsibility - Report of the High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change 
2004). The international community is divided on this issue, some insist on a “right to 
intervene” whilst some argue that any act of intervening in a sovereign state is prohibited. 
The argument made by the United Nations High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and 
Change is that “The principle of non-intervention in internal affairs cannot be used to 
protect genocidal acts or large-scale violations of international humanitarian law or large-
scale ethnic cleansing” (A More Secure World: Our Shared Responsibility - Report of the 
High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change 2004). 
However, these proposals for reform, which have attempted to shift the responsibility to 
protect from the state level to the international level through mainly the introduction of the 
Responsibility to Protect clause and the High-Level Panel Report on Threats, Challenges 
and Change, have failed to enable action in the Darfur Crisis. The question can then be 
asked of why, after numerous crises have arisen similar to the Darfur crisis, after huge 
media attention and after attempts of reforming the United Nations, the international 
community has failed to act in the Darfur crisis. To what extent it is, in fact, the dilemma in 
the United Nations Charter, caused by its contradictory principles, that block action, or 
whether states just use this dilemma as an excuse and in reality have their national interests 
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in mind when refusing to act, which could seem more realistic. Exploring these questions is 
essential to be able to properly and effectively deal with the Darfur Crisis and similar 
conflicts in the future. 
The Sudanese government has recently approved a join United Nations – African Union 
peacekeeping force to be in place in Darfur by 2008. However, whilst writing this, fighting 
is ongoing in Darfur and on November 15th 2007 an article on the website of Cable News 
Network had its title as “U.N.: Darfur peacekeeping mission may fail” (U.N.: Darfur 
peacekeeping mission may fail 2007). The United Nations News Centre wrote on 
November 27th 2007 that “The full and rapid deployment of the hybrid United Nations-
African Union peacekeeping mission in Darfur (UNAMID) is in jeopardy because of a 
series of objections and obstacles raised by the Sudanese Government”  (Sudanese 
obstacles threaten Darfur peacekeeping mission says UN official 2007). Of course it is 
hoped that the peacekeeping mission will succeed, however there are many indications of 
barriers to attaining this success which would result in a continued Darfur crisis. 
A resolution of the crisis in Darfur seems increasingly, after four years of numerous peace 
talks and ongoing violence, to be that of a humanitarian intervention. Past examples of 
intervention or lack thereof show their implications. The example of Rwanda shows the 
consequences of not intervening whilst the example of Iraq, it can be argued, shows the 
consequence of intervening militarily without a broad international consensus. So, it would 
seem that the solution to attaining order in Darfur would be for a multilateral broadly 
represented peacekeeping mission to intervene in Darfur.  There are many reasons, with the 
overriding reason of the dilemma between state sovereignty and upholding human rights, 
for the hesitation of the international community to intervene in such a way. This project 
will attempt to introduce a critique of this present inability of the international community 
to act in the Darfur Crises. An investigation into why this is so and how and to what extent 
the dilemma of state sovereignty and humanitarian intervention is incorporated into these 
reasons.  
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3 Problem Formulation 
 
Which political dilemmas are made apparent when investigating the hesitation of the 
International community to act in the Darfur crisis? 
 
3.1 Research Questions 
 
1) What is the background to the crisis in Darfur? 
In order to understand the circumstances, background knowledge will be given.  
 
2) Who are the actors?  
The involved actors of the crisis will be investigated, both internally and externally.  
 
3) What are the motives of the actors?  
By asking this question, there will be looked into the different players’ role and their 
concrete reasons for having acted the way they did will be investigated.  
 
4) How can theory explain the concept of intervention?  
The focus will be on international relations when trying to answer this question. Concepts 
as idealism and realism will be examined.  
 
5) Is the paradox of state sovereignty and humanitarian intervention relevant to the 
situation? 
Taking these two concepts into consideration, an investigation of the position of the 
international community will be made. 
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4 Methodological and theoretical considerations 
 
This chapter will go through the empirical and theoretical choices that have been made on 
the basis of the problem formulation and research questions. An explanation will be given 
of the problem formulation and limitations will be listed and explained. Source critique will 
also be examined. Firstly, definitions will be made for the concepts used. This is in order to 
have a common understanding of what is meant when certain terms are used. 
 
4.1 Definition of concepts 
 
International community: When referring to the international community it can be all 
countries of the world or a group of them. It can for instance be both the United Nations 
and the United States together or separately.  
Humanitarian intervention: In this project, humanitarian intervention is associated with a 
military peacekeeping force. 
Genocide: The United Nations description of genocide is as follows and will be the 
definition used in the project,  
 
Genocide means any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole 
or in part, a national, ethnic, racial or religious group, as such: 
(a) Killing members of the group; 
(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group; 
(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about 
its physical destruction in whole or in part; 
(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;  
(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group. (Convention on 
the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, Approved and proposed 
for signature and ratification or accession by General Assembly resolution 260 A 
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(III) of 9 December 1948 entry into force 12 January 1951, in accordance with 
article XIII) 
 
One has to be aware that the use of this term is very controversial and when used in the 
United Nations forum it entails consequent intervention. 
 
4.2 Explanation of the problem formulation 
 
Since it was chosen to investigate the dilemmas behind the hesitation of the international 
community to act in the Darfur crisis, it was found necessary to acknowledge that the 
international community actually has responded to the crisis: Recently there has been an 
agreement to contribute a join United Nations - African Union peacekeeping force 
consisting of 26.000 soldiers to Darfur, planned to enter Darfur in the year 2008. What is 
needed to be underlined is the fact that it is believed that the initiative made is insufficient 
for several reasons: Firstly, because the amount of soldiers is remarkably small compared to 
the extent of the crisis. Secondly, because the intervention is kept on a peacekeeping level 
while there is still no peace to keep. Lastly, the troops have not entered Darfur yet, and 
many things can happen while waiting for that to happen. Nonetheless, the aim to intervene 
with 26,000 soldiers is a move in the right direction. Due to the, it can be argued, 
inadequate initiative, and because the crisis has lasted so long, it was chosen to state that 
there has been lack of action from the side of the international community. 
 
4.3 Project design 
 
The project has been designed in a very chronological manner. Firstly with an introduction 
and problem field which introduce the problem formulation. Then, background information 
is given for the reader to able to understand what has happened historically which has 
created the situation of today. A description of the different actors involved with the crisis 
is then made. Theory is then applied which is also critiqued so that their limitations can be 
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seen. The actors are then analysed and different discussions are then debated.  Finally, a 
conclusion is made which summarises the results of the project and gives recommendations 
as to which changes can be made so as to prevent future conflicts. 
 
4.4 Empirical choice  
 
In order to understand the hesitation of the United Nations to intervene in Darfur, it has 
been necessary to investigate the United Nations as an institution and also the different 
actors involved. The information about the United Nations has been found on the official 
internet page of the organisation where an understanding of how the organisation works 
and operates was made. On the same webpage, the United Nations charter can also be 
found where a special use of articles 1 and 2 has been made as they are very relevant for 
explaining the problem formulation. Also the book, ‘The United Nations’ has been of great 
use regarding the United Nations and has basically helped give an insight into the United 
Nations. Also, to gain knowledge about the United Nations in connection with the present 
situation in Darfur, it has been important to seek information other places as well. This 
means that use has been made of sources such as Reuters, the New York Times, the website 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Politiken. This variety of sources has meant 
that the situation could be seen in a broader perspective. Using several and different sources 
also makes the project stronger and more reliable. Another reason for finding the empiri on 
the internet is that the newest data on Darfur was needed, so solely using books was not an 
option. Constantly new meetings are taking place, new decisions are made, agreements are 
changed and so forth. This continual ongoing development of the case is not easy to 
observe through books, but can more efficiently be found on the Internet as this media is 
exclusively the fastest and most current. Furthermore, a lot of the background knowledge 
came from books mainly explaining the crisis from the position of the people of Darfur. 
The empiri of the project has also come from a presentation made by Folkekirkens 
Nødhjælp (DanChurch Aid) who gave an insight into how the action or lack of action by 
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both the local government in Sudan and the international community has had a direct 
influence on the many civilians in Darfur. 
 
4.5 Theoretical choices 
 
Based on the empirical knowledge, theories, that it is believed can help answering the 
problem formulation, have been applied. Both, grand theory and middle-range theories are 
taken into consideration. From the start a critical stance was taken towards the theories 
chosen and thus an obvious choice for the grand theory (Bryman 2001) was critical 
international theory. With a critical international theory approach, the Darfur crisis was 
looked at in a way where an acceptance of the present situation would not be justified. The 
approach allowed for critical questions to be asked, for looking at the behaviour of actors in 
relation to underlying issues, such as national interests according to international relations. 
The theory of critical international theory goes further than traditional theoretical 
approaches which the project also intended to do. If, traditional theoretical approaches had 
been used, such as only positivism or only hermeneutics without this critical approach, then 
the project would not have gone as far as it did, and been able to question the structures 
which these other approaches would have accepted. It is believed that critical international 
theory goes further and shows the effects of these theoretical understandings and makes 
recommendations as to how these negative effects can be solved. 
 
In search of an interdisciplinary project, it was chosen to apply theories that would both be 
relevant to the project and take in different perspectives in order to get a more nuanced 
view on the problem and dilemmas evident when investigating the crisis. In the project 
realism and idealism have been used which can be found in the realm of political science. 
Elements of the English School have also been applied when discussing an opposing view 
to realism and this theory can be found within international relations studies. Furthermore 
Critical International Theory has been applied as the main approach of the project, a theory 
which encompasses elements from both international relations and Philosophies of Social 
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Science. In applying theories from different directions within International Social Science, 
and furthermore by using opposing viewpoints, a more nuanced approach to the dilemma 
with contrasting arguments is produced in an attempt to make the project more valid and 
relevant.   
 
4.6 Philosophies of Social Science Approach – Critical 
International Theory 
 
The Philosophies of Social Science approach taken on for this project was a critical 
international theory approach. “The main tendency of critical theory is to take society as the 
focus and to neglect the dimension of relations between and across societies” (Devetak 
1996, p. 147-148) However “international critical theory is an extension of this critique to 
the international domain” (Devetak 1996, p. 148). Critical international theory differs from 
traditional theories in three ways; it offers a different understanding of theory, it uses a 
different methodology and it is steered by an emancipatory interest (Devetak 1996). 
Traditional theories such as Waltz’s Neo-realism shares its epistemology with the natural 
sciences, it divides object and subject and has the aim of explaining why certain things 
remain constant in international politics. The aim of Waltz theory is to be useful, “The 
ultimate test of a theory is its usefulness in guiding towards given ends, in this case, 
orientating foreign policy to obtain power and security under international anarchy” 
(Devetak 1996, p. 150).  
 
Critical international theory, on the other hand, claims that theory is always situated by time 
and place. It is conditioned by social, cultural and ideological influences and has the aim of 
revealing the effects of this conditioning. It focuses on interests and values which have 
given rise to and oriented any theory such as done in the project when looking at which 
values have affected the theories used and which implications this has had. “Since critical 
theory takes society itself as its objects of analysis, and since theories and acts of theorizing 
are never independent of society, critical theory’s scope of analysis must necessarily 
include reflection on theory” (Devetak 1996, p. 146). So this self reflective critical 
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international theory aims to analysis the connection between knowledge and values. As 
critical international theorist, Ashley explains “‘knowledge is always constituted in 
reflection of interests’” (Devetak 1996, p. 152). For “realism and neo-realism the present 
order is equivalent to past and future orders” (Devetak 1996, p. 157). This is very much 
different from critical international theory. In the project, national interests have lead to a 
hesitation on intervening in Darfur. Therefore, traditional theories are questioned, to be able 
to achieve change so that humanitarian intervention can be easier and can actually be 
exercised today. Furthermore, as one should do when using critical international theory, the 
project will produce recommendations on how the effects of the inequality caused by 
traditional principles, made important by traditional theories, can be resolved. 
 “The knowledge critical international theory seeks is not neutral; it is politically and 
ethically charged by an interest in social and political transformation” (Devetak 1996, p. 
151). As is the knowledge produced in this project, the project is an attempt to criticize the 
present inability of the international community to act in the Darfur crisis, and thereby 
criticize traditional theories, and recommend changes which could resolve the crisis and 
prevent future crises. Critical international theory claims that, “the existing order has a 
history which needs to be accounted for” (Devetak 1996, p. 151), this approach can be seen 
in the project as the reasons for the order of today are examined and investigated so as to be 
able to understand the order of today so as to be able to recommend changes. This 
resembles a hermeneutic approach. A, “Hermeneutic approach which conceives of social 
structures as having an intersubjective existence. ‘Structures are socially constructed’” 
(Devetak 1996, p. 158). “For critical international theory accounting for the present order, 
its origins, and development, warrants a much broader approach than any theory that has 
thus far been offered in international relations” (Devetak 1996, p. 156).  
 
Critical theory focuses on ‘social totality’, it insists on a holistic methodology where “a 
moment of abstraction, where a specific structure or object is temporarily lifted from its 
context in order to be studied in isolation, and a moment of reconstruction, where that 
which is abstracted is re-inserted into the whole” (Devetak 1996, p. 156) The question of 
humanitarian intervention in Darfur is in the project taken out of its context, looked at it in 
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isolation away from realist sovereignty and national interests, and looked at critically. 
Thereby the effects of inaction are seen, it is argued that realist assumptions must be looked 
beyond and that emancipation must be looked at. The Darfur crisis is then put back in it 
context and now what is most important is not traditional realism, but the attempt to to 
emancipate the people of Darfur from control. “It is this reconstructive moment which 
methodology distinguishes critical from traditional theories” (Devetak 1996, p. 156). “It 
leads towards the construction of a larger picture of the whole of which the initially 
contemplated (or abstracted) part is just one component” (Devetak 1996, p. 156). So, in the 
project, the larger picture is looked at with the example of Darfur as just one component of 
the whole which has helped to understand the whole. The whole is composed of problems 
of seeing sovereignty rights as more important than individual rights, of not seeing the 
world as one community with equal individuals, of using traditional theories which 
emphasize the importance of state sovereignty and national interest. This problem has 
caused the hesitation on the Darfur problem, caused the inequality, so in order to have 
intervention into Darfur, the world order and structures need to be seen as one, with equal 
citizens, where the global world has a responsibility to protect its global citizens.  
 
The approach taken in this project is not just an approach where social and power structures 
are accepted, but where questions are raised regarding these structures and what the effects 
are of them. Questions regarding the understandings (theories) of world order which have 
legitimized these structures are also raised. In addition, the social and power factors, which 
at the time of the creation of the theories were influential, have also been looked at. Critical 
international theory is an aim to examine how “theories are situated in prevailing social and 
political orders, how this situatedness impacts on theorizing, and, most importantly, the 
possibilities for theorizing in a manner that challenges injustices and inequalities built into 
the prevailing world order” (Devetak 1996, p. 151). So, it is a meta-theoretical approach 
that has been taken where the method of theorizing is examined and analysed and where the 
effects of the in situ theorizing are made apparent. 
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4.7 Applying Theoretical Approaches 
 
Of middle-range theories, it was decided to make use of idealism and realism, as it was 
believed that these two theories are crucial in connection to the issues of state sovereignty 
and humanitarian intervention, as it is believed, they are the main concepts of this project. It 
has been discovered that the theories on some crucial points contradict each other. This 
helps shed a light on the problem formulation and helps to see the dilemma in a broader 
perspective. The relationship between the middle-range theories and the research is 
inductive, as observations and findings were begun with and afterwards the relevant 
theories were applied. Thus the process consisted of first an observation, and then the 
theories of realism and idealism were applied.  
 
Concerning the grand theory; critical international theory, it is argued that the relationship 
to the research has a deductive approach, as it was known from the beginning that a critical 
international stance would be taken (Bryman 2004). The two kinds of theory-approaches 
that were used are differently integrated in the project and can thus be classified differently: 
The ‘ad hoc method is used when dealing with idealism and realism because these theories 
were used as the problems were revealed, meaning that they were integrated in the order 
their necessity and usefulness became clear. The critical international theory approach has 
existed from the beginning and is thus a method where ‘theory is a point of departure’ 
(Bitsch Olsen & Pedersen 2005, p. 129). 
 
4.8 Limitations of the Theories 
 
It has to a certain extent been a limitation to use such traditional and broad theories as 
realism and idealism. It is acknowledged, as it is in the project, that reality is different today 
than at the time of the creation of these theories, so new political assumptions need to be 
recognized. Social science is much more a mixture of economy, politics and society now, 
which together with increased interdependency affect the old traditional assumptions of 
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realism and idealism. This is what is recognized in the project. New assumptions are 
needed so as to allow for humanitarian intervention to take place in crises such as the 
Darfur crisis. However, the theories were used as they help to understand the dilemmas of 
the project. 
 
4.9 Source Critique 
 
Despite the fact that the empirical information is gathered from highly reliable sources, it is 
important to be aware that each and every secondary source is more or less biased which 
could be of influence to the final result of the project. Information from news forums such 
as the British Broadcasting Corporation, the New York Times and Politiken can to a certain 
extent be coloured by the position of the journalist involved. The scientific information that 
has been derived can also be partial as the author has had a relation to the crisis, and thus is 
not neutral. 
Another important issue is that the literature used when investigating the theories has often 
not been from a primary firsthand source. For example, the references and information 
extracted from the book; “The Globalisation in World Politics” which describes theories of 
universalism and realism, are the interpretations of others of these theories. Also, original 
texts by Immanuel Kant have not been used, but instead interpretations from McLean and 
McMillan have been used to help understand Immanuel Kant. 
 
A hermeneutic approach is accepted and taken on here. It would have been impossible to 
find a 100% objective truth as everyone is under the influence of the hermeneutic circle. It 
was acknowledged that it was important to “seek to bring out the meanings of a text from 
the perspective of its author” (Bryman  2004, p. 394). By dealing with the sources, used in 
the project, in relation to their social contexts, the project has taken a step further towards a 
more valid and legitimate investigation. 
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4.10  Limitations of the project 
 
In order to illuminate the crisis sufficiently it could have been necessary also to derive 
examples from other cases more thoroughly. For instance, the crisis in Rwanda and Kosovo 
could have been used. But due to the capacity of the group and the practical limitation 
existing in only allowing a report with a maximum of 80 pages, it was decided not to focus 
on these cases, as going into dept with the main case of Darfur was wanted to a larger 
extent. The same explanation will be used to clarify why other actors such as the European 
Union, Russia and certain Non Governmental Organisations were not used. It is 
acknowledged that these actors have a very influential impact on the crisis as well. 
However, the choices made regarding the selection of actors needed to be limited, it was 
thought satisfactory to choose to focus on the United States, the United Nations, China and 
the African Union since these actors have given a vast insight into how the crisis in Darfur 
is influenced by external actors.  
 
It is an intentional choice to have omitted making interviews. The simple reason is that for 
this project, it was thought unnecessary. All the information needed has been possible to be 
gathered from either books or the Internet. However, of course, an interview with central 
persons such as direct members of UN or for instance representatives from some of the 
actors could have been beneficial, but since, for good reasons this would have been very 
difficult, it was not an option. 
 
The presentation given by Folkekirkens Nødhjælp (DanChurch Aid) has also to be seen 
with recognition of the position of the people of the organisation. As a Non-Governmental 
Organisation, the organisation is meant to take a neutral stance and be independent of 
governments. However there is the possibility that the person giving the lecture was biased 
by his personal beliefs and portrayed these in his presentation.  
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Background 
 
5 Brief History of the Conflict 
 
In March 2003, Darfur became the main focus of Sudan’s civil wars.  Government 
supported Arab Janjaweed militia began attacks, in a policy of ethnic cleansing, on the 
civilian population of African tribes. This came as a response to the Sudan Liberation Army 
and the Justice and Equality Movement, largely made up of African tribes, claiming back 
the region of Darfur and accusing the government of neglecting the region and oppressing 
black Africans in favor of Arabs in the region (The Crisis in Darfur, a timeline 2007). In 
these attacks, firstly air attacks would take place with consequent bombings, 
 
When the air attacks were over, the Janjaweed would arrive, either by themselves 
or in the company of regular Army units. The militiamen would be mounted on 
horses and camels and often be accompanied by others riding in “technicals”. They 
would surround the village and what followed would vary. In the “hard” pattern 
they would cordon off the place, loot personal belongings, rape the girls and 
women, steal the cattle and kill the donkeys. Then they would burn the houses and 
shoot all those who could not run away. Small children, being light, were often 
tossed back in the burning houses. (Prunier 2007, p. 100) 
The attacks were aimed at displacing and terrorizing the population and by 2004 there were 
1.2 million Internally Displaced Peoples (IDPs) and over 120,000 refugees in Chad 
(Prunier 2007, p. 117). In the beginning of 2003, little attention was given to the tribal 
disturbances and remained on the North-South struggle and need for a desired peace 
agreement. Then Non-Governmental Organisations such as Amnesty International “began 
picking up on Darfur” (Ibid, p. 126). By April 2003, Refugees began arriving in eastern 
Chad and within Darfur large numbers of civilians became internally displaced peoples 
(The Crisis in Darfur, a timeline 2007). The summer months of 2003 saw a huge increase 
in IDP’s up to 400,000 and 70,000 refugees in neighbouring Chad (Prunier 2007, p.131). 
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On September 4th 2003 the Sudan Liberation Army and the government of Sudan reached a 
ceasefire agreement but soon thereafter both sides accused the other of breaking it (UN 
News Centre n.d.). The Sudanese government assured that “Massacres were purely a 
product of foreign propaganda” (Prunier 2007, p.135). On the 5th of December, Under-
Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs and Emergency Relief Coordinator, Jan 
Egeland said: “Darfur has quickly become one of the worst humanitarian crises in the 
world.” (UN News Centre n.d.). On August 2nd 2004 the UN began dropping food by air 
into the Darfur region (The Crisis in Darfur, a timeline 2007). Increasing costs for aid and 
growing insecurity in Darfur lead to less people, affected by the violence, being able to be 
reached and this helped lead to increased deaths. The UN which was looked to for a 
solution turned their attention towards the African Union. In August 2004, 7,000 African 
Union troops were deployed in Darfur. However, this did little to control the situation. 
Attacks on civilians continued leading to a deteriorated security situation. After seven 
rounds of peace talks, a peace agreement, the Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA), was signed 
in May of 2006 by the government and the Sudanese Liberation Army. “The DPA may 
have been sound in terms of its contents, but to many Darfurians this was irrelevant, as 
violence increased after it was signed” (Fadul & Tanner 2007, p. 285). The agreement 
remained weak as it contained a lack of crucial support on the ground. “Throughout the 
entire negotiating process, fighting continued on the ground in Darfur, both between GoS 
(Government of Sudan) and the movements and among the movements themselves” (Toga 
2007, p. 243). The security situation in Darfur continued to deteriorate throughout 2006 and 
dropped to its lowest level since the conflict began as attacks on civilians and humanitarian 
workers increased. One displaced Fur sheikh from the Shattaya area in Darfur said in May-
June 2006; 
 
“We have no freedom, no freedom at all. We cannot move. We cannot meet. I think 
twice about going to the market (a few hundred yards away). I can say nothing. So 
what reconciliation? What Peace? I cannot go beyond the gate of the camp. They 
can take me anytime (Fadul & Tanner 2007, p. 286). 
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In May 2006 a report by the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights was released which 
stated that the Sudanese government did not commit to stopping attacks on black African 
civilians and called on the government and rebels to respect the ceasefire (The Crisis in 
Darfur, a timeline 2007).  
In December, former UN Secretary General Kofi Annan stated, of the Sudanese 
government, "They are refusing to let the international community come in and assist. They 
will be held individually and collectively responsible for what is happening and what 
happens." (The Crisis in Darfur, a timeline 2007). Until recently, the Sudanese government 
has persistently refused to allow a UN peacekeeping force to enter the country and support 
the struggling African Union troops. However, through “Intensive private and public 
diplomacy by Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon and several actors in the international 
community resulted in Sudan’s acceptance of this force in June 2007 and in its formal 
establishment through a Security Council resolution adopted on 31 July 2007” (Darfur - 
UNAMID - Background 2007).  This resolution, resolution 1769, will allow for a joint 
force, called the United Nations African Union Mission in Darfur (UNAMID) and will be 
composed of “almost 20,000 troops, more than 6,000 police and a significant civilian 
component” (Darfur - UNAMID - Background 2007). The United Nations General 
Secretary Ban Ki-Moon has called the mission “historic and unprecedented” (Darfur - 
UNAMID - Background 2007).  “International peacekeepers can succeed if their function is 
to support a peace agreement (at best) or a disciplined ceasefire (at minimum). They are not 
a substitute for a political settlement” (De Waal 2007, p. 380). It can be argued that a deal 
agreed by all sides which is the only solution to a seize fire has yet to be attained and a 
peacekeeping force cannot do much unless there is a peace to keep.  
 
5.1 Failure of the Darfur Peace Talks 
 
Since attention was first brought to the crisis in Darfur, it was widely accepted that the 
creation of a genuine peace agreement was vital to end the crisis. Additionally, because of 
the high levels of death and displacements, there was a clear humanitarian need for a quick 
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accord to end the war in Darfur. Since for many reasons, which will be investigated further, 
intervention was not feasible, deadline diplomacy became the means for quickly achieving 
an end to violence and an end to the ‘worst humanitarian crisis in the world’. 
 
Peace deals have been created but lacked solid commitment from all sides. The fact that the 
war was so recent when the peace talks began and that neither side were prepared to 
compromise was a large obstruction to the peace talks. The parties viewed ‘”the battlefield 
as the strategic arena of conflict and the negotiations as simply a tactical arena.” (Nathan 
2007, p. 257). Their primary interest was the battlefield and, it can be argued, that they 
were only putting on a show for the international community when seen doing peace talks. 
“The parties viewed each other with hatred, suspicion, and contempt.” (Ibid, p. 255). The 
Government saw the rebels in Darfur as weak militarily and not representative of the people 
of Darfur. The rebels, on the other hand, saw the Government as an evil regime with a 
notorious human rights record which had come to power through a coup d'état. According 
to the rebels, they had nothing to give up whereas the Government had wealth and power. 
This imbalance of power increased unyieldingness during the peace talks. Another 
contributing factor to the failure of the peace talks was that the rebels were divided and 
unable to take widely accepted positions. “The divisions among the rebels contributed 
greatly to their non-negotiating posture” (Nathan 2007, p. 256). 
International actors through mainly the United Nations have also failed to fully commit to 
the deadline diplomacy. A large reason for the deadlines set being ignored by the parties of 
the conflict was that the deadlines were not backed up by action. No effective punitive 
action was taken when the parties would fail to keep the deadlines set. Threats would be 
issued but not acted upon which would consequently only encourage the sides to continue 
the conflict. In July of 2006 a senior Sudanese government official was quoted as saying 
that “the United Nations Security Council has threatened us so many times, we no longer 
take it seriously” (Ibid, p. 249).  
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A seize-fire in Darfur has not yet been achieved. The fact that the strategy for which to 
achieve this was to quickly find a simple solution can be seen as another fundamental 
reason for continued violence. Civil wars such as in Sudan are;  
 
Social phenomena whose causes, dynamics, and contested issues are multiple, 
complex, and intractable, and the difficulty of resolution is heightened 
immeasurably by the protagonists’ mutual hatred and suspicion. In these 
circumstances, shortcuts, and quick fixes are invariably cul-de-sacs.’ (Nathan 2007, 
p. 265) 
‘Given the nature of the conflict in Darfur, what was required was a multifaceted 
plan with objectives, strategies, taskings, and resource allocations not only in 
relation to the parties in Abuja, but also in relation to Sudan’s neighboring states, 
the people of Darfur, AU, UN headquarters, key AU member states, and the power 
blocs that comprise the Sudanese state (Ibid, p. 259). 
 
However, following this multifaceted plan, it can be argued, would have taken a very long 
time.  
 
Intervention in the form of a UN force with a strong mandate or tough sanctions has not 
been enforced in Darfur for various reasons. Intervention has an unpredictable nature and 
uncertain effectiveness. It is no substitute to a real peace agreement. It has been opposed 
within the Security Council by China and Russia and it could produce unwanted tension 
between the U.S. and Khartoum which the U.S. regards as an ally in the ‘war on terror.’  
In addition to its unpredictable nature, uncertain effectiveness, its lack of weight against a 
genuine peace agreement and clash with foreign interests, intervention violates the concept 
of state sovereignty. This dilemma of state sovereignty versus humanitarian intervention 
with relation to the inaction in the Darfur Crisis will be investigated further.  
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6 Determining the Role of the Sudanese Government 
and the Arab Militias 
 
As explained in earlier sections of this report, Sudan is a very complex country consisting 
of many different ethnic groups. The economically-, ideologically- and politically central 
most powerful groups may be the various tribes of, more or less self-proclaimed, ‘Arab’ 
Muslims. They propagate the notion of what it means to be a ‘proper’ Muslim (being of 
Arab descent and speaking Arabic correctly) versus the ‘non-Arabic’ so-called ‘Black’ 
Muslims (Prunier 2005 and Van Ardenne et al 2006). The current government of Sudan is 
dominated by ‘Arab’ Muslims and has been accused of supporting the Arab militias in 
Darfur. The government came into power after the 1989 military coup, overthrowing the 
existing administration and replacing it with the regime of Omar El Bashir who is both an 
Islamist and extremely Arab-centric (Ahmed & Manger 2006). 
  
The root causes for the conflict seen today are, as explained earlier, numerous and often 
very complicated. One of the causes that is widely accepted, also by the UN, as being a 
trigger causing the scale of the conflict to reach the level seen at present, is the accusation 
from some of the indigenous African tribes of the Sudanese Government claiming that the 
Darfur region has been continuously marginalized both economically and politically by the 
Central Government in Khartoum (Human Rights Watch, Entrenching Impunity 2005). The 
accusations and armed threats from the rebelling Darfurians was met by the Sudan 
Government with the armament of, and cooperation with, fractions of nomad Arab tribes in 
Darfur known as the Janjaweed. The Janjaweed, an Arab term which can be translated as 
“ghostly riders” or “evil horsemen” (Prunier 2005), in cooperation with the government 
forces struck down upon some of the civilian ethnic groups and villages from where the 
African rebels had originated (Human Rights Watch, Darfur Destroyed 2004): “Many 
thousands have been killed and human rights groups say there has been a systematic 
campaign of rape, intended to humiliate and punish non-Arab groups.” (DanChurch Aid 
2007) Despite the notion that, according to the UN and different NGO’s, it was the Darfuri 
rebels that instigated the conflict by demanding more influence, the international 
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community seems to agree on condemning the Sudanese government and its cooperating 
militias for the continuance and scale of the conflict. Backing this claim, the Human Rights 
Watch’s report ‘Entrenching Impunity’ from 2005 states that, “The Sudanese government 
at the highest levels is responsible for widespread and systematic abuses in Darfur.” 
The motives behind the, “repeated attacks on civilians by Government of Sudan military 
and its proxy militia forces” (UN Report for the High Commissioner of Human Rights: 
Situation of Human Rights in the Darfur Region of the Sudan 2005) are uncertain but it is 
claimed that the Janjaweed, who belong to Arab tribes and come mainly from an area 
which is now mainly desert and inhabitable in the north of Darfur, will, through the 
conflict, gain terrain for its people by occupying the land that gets left behind by the fleeing 
Africans (Ibid). The African victims of the crisis believe that the war is a means by the 
Sudanese Government, who is extremely Arab-centric, to destroy them because of their 
racial and ethnic origin (Human Rights Watch, Darfur in Flames 2004). Head of the High-
Level UN Human Rights team in Darfur, Jody Williams, states that ‘The Sudanese 
government has orchestrated and taken part in "large-scale international crimes" in Darfur’ 
(Sturcke 2007) and that, “The principal pattern is one of a violent counter-insurgency 
campaign waged by the government of the Sudan in concert with Janjaweed/militia, and 
targeting mostly civilians. Rebel forces are also guilty of serious abuses of human rights 
and violations of humanitarian law” (Ibid. 2007). Furthermore it has been claimed that, 
“Many thousands have been killed and human rights groups say there has been a systematic 
campaign of rape, intended to humiliate and punish non-Arab groups.” (Sudan’s Shadowy 
militia April 10, 2006)  
Another thesis made on these grounds claim that one of the reasons that the Sudanese 
Government struck down so hard on the rebels was, that political opposition towards the 
government amongst indigenous African tribes throughout the country arose at the same 
time as the rebellion instigation had started. So, if the government would let the rebels of 
the Darfur region get the upper hand, this could possibly inspire other suppressed 
indigenous groups in other regions to make an uprising against the government (Van 
Ardenne et al 2006). Controversially “Sudan denies that widespread abuses have occurred 
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in Darfur and does not recognise the International Criminal Court (ICC), which is also 
investigating war crimes in the region.” (Sturcke 2007) 
 
7 Determining the Role of the African Union 
 
The institution of the African Union (AU) has entered into history recently as a rebirth of 
the previous Organization of African Unity (OAU). The African Union was established in 
2002 and consists of 53 African member states. The mission is to enforce the political and 
economical integration among its member states. The tarnished reputation of the OAU as a 
bureaucratic organization gave incentive to restart and change the practices of the goals of 
unification of the African continent into a more dynamic and ethical organization (Grono 
2005). The attitude of the AU has improved greatly due to its desire to act on violations on 
human rights. According to Richard Haass (Haass 2003) the OAU was heavily locked on 
the respect for state sovereignty, which meant that hardly any country could be sanctioned 
for its wrongdoings. 
 
AU’s constitution consequently puts a big focus on a common commitment to protect 
human rights and good governance. The AU has served in Burundi in a peacekeeping 
mission, but the Darfur crisis as ceasefire monitors was the first real task (Profile: African 
Union 2007). The AU has hence already marked a changed attitude from the OAU, because 
of its involvement in the Darfur crisis. The African Union has been criticized for consisting 
of the same political leaders as the OAU though, which has been referred to as ‘the 
dictators club’ (Ibid). Regardless of the improved attitude of AU compared to OAU, AU’s 
overarching aim of political and economical integration and poverty reduction has been an 
issue that questions its liability. The organization has little money to spend with an annual 
budget of merely $43 mil (ibid). Funding by among others, EU and US has therefore been 
crucial to the AU mission in Darfur (Prunier 2005). 
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7.1 The mission in Darfur 
 
On April 8th 2004, the Sudanese government and the two rebels groups; SLA/M and the 
Justice and Equality Movement, signed the Humanitarian Ceasefire Agreement, by 
initiative of the African Union’s Peace and Security Council. It seemed like a big step in 
the conflict, but several limitations in its mandate have made it a difficult task for the 
African Union to handle.  
 
It was a rushed agreement, which exists in two versions without an agreed text (the 
particular provision in dispute is the cantonment of the armed movements in 
assembly sites); although it allowed the African Union (AU) to dispatch ceasefire 
monitors, and subsequently a force to provide protection for those monitors and any 
civilians in the immediate vicinity of its operations, it contained no maps to enable 
the ceasefire monitors to do their job. (De Waal 2007) 
 
Military Observers and a small Protection Force from the African Union were sent to 
Darfur by the beginning of June 2004 consisting of merely 465 personnel from ten different 
African countries based on a mandate to report when breaches to the agreement took place. 
The AU had no mandate to take part in the conflict and prevent crime. The objective of the 
mission was to act immediately while the international community would impose pressure 
on Khartoum to accept the hybrid UN/AU intervention. But when the hybrid force was 
supposed to come, the Government of Sudan stopped the plans and the AU continued its 
mandate in Darfur (New Rules for Africa’s Growing Darfur Force 2006). 
 
As the conflict escalated it was agreed the 20th October 2004 to expand the force to 3320 
plus 815 civilian policemen. Already in April 2005 it was decided to expand the force to 
6171 and a civil police force of 1560 (African Union Mission in the Sudan 2007). In order 
to improve its endeavour the AU asked NATO the 26th of April 2005 for logistical 
assistance. Since 2005 the NATO has helped to provide air transport for about 24.000 
peacekeepers and some 500 civilian police from the AU. It has also contributed with 
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training of AU officers. Co-operation with the European Union is part of the alliance as the 
EU is supporting the AU (NATO’s assistance to the African Union for Darfur). However, 
“NATO has no intention of going beyond its limited support and logistical role and actually 
putting troops on the ground in any significant numbers” (Grono 2005). 
 
Still, the situation is not improving dramatically and the AU has had a hard time. There has 
been an increase in violence against AU soldiers. Even though, the basis of the African 
Union’s presence in Darfur was to be neutral, AU personnel in Darfur has suddenly found 
themselves placed in the middle the conflict and furthermore as objects of aggression. The 
aim of being neutral can be questioned due to the fact that in the opinion of the AU when 
they entered the conflict there was “no ethnic cleansing in Darfur” (Prunier 2007, p. 144). 
“Afraid of Darfur’s potential for splitting the organization between Arabs and Black 
Africans, Konare1 tried his best to minimize the racial angle of the crisis” (Prunier 2007, p. 
145). The aim was hence to try to limit the racial angle of the crisis so as not to divide the 
organization between Arabs and Black Africans. Therefore the organization was under 
great pressure to not offend any parties which meant that its power was limited (Prunier 
2007).  
 
However, African Darfurian insurgents accused the AU to be in favour of the Sudanese 
government. At the same time the AU has, due to its limited mandate to only observe, been 
objects of frustration: According to Jamous, a leading figure in SLA; "as rebels, we are 
losing the sympathy of the international community because of lack of control and 
divisions within the movements" (Polgreen 2007). The African Union’s mandate, based on 
the Humanitarian Ceasefire Agreement from April 2004 was solely to “stop what it was 
only mandated to observe, to operate on a shoestring and to keep the pretence of serious 
international involvement for its tight-fisted sponsors. Predictably all it achieved was a 
token presence” (Prunier 2007, p. 146). However, “Darfur was the first major crisis to face 
                                                  
1 Komission chairman of AU 
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the organization since its transformation” (Prunier 2007, p. 144) and it did therefore not 
have much experience with a crisis such as the one in Darfur. 
 
Despite the fallacy of the AMIS (African Union Mission in the Sudan), the UN Secretary 
General advocated in January 2006 for a large UN peacekeeping force consisting of US and 
EU soldiers. The Government in Sudan required that only African soldiers was allowed to 
enter Darfur with the mandate to monitor the ceasefire agreement and report to a Ceasefire 
Monitoring Commission (Prunier 2007). The crisis hence continued to go on.  
 
For the past 18 months, Mr Bashir's government, whose Janjaweed proxies are 
blamed for the worst of the atrocities in Darfur, has consistently resisted all 
diplomatic moves to let the small and ineffectual African Union (AU) peacekeeping 
force there be beefed up with better-equipped UN troops. It has also refused to co-
operate with the International Criminal Court's (ICC) prosecution of suspected war 
criminals and has grossly impeded Western aid agencies operating in the region. 
(Sudan: China reviews Stance 2007). 
 
The new UN secretary general, Ban Ki-Moon recently announced that the mission in 
Darfur has run into to difficulties and the outcome of the UN’s effort in Darfur, depends on 
the cooperativeness of the Government of Sudan as well as the international community to 
supply equipment. 2 What he could do was to impose pressure on Al-Bashir to accept the 
UN/AU hybrid peacekeeping force (UNAMID) (UN Chief Says Climate His Top Priority 
2007) Khartoum remains sceptical towards the hybrid force, even though “90 percent of the 
ground troops and 75 percent of the proposed force are from Africa” (Ibid). 
 
 
                                                  
2 Resolution 1769 of 31 July 2007 
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8 Determining the Role of China 
 
In form of oil, investments, trade and aid, China is the country with the most economic 
relations to Sudan. Within the last 10 years the Sudanese Government has received 
more than $ 10 billion from China (Save Darfur 2007). The amount of oil exported from 
Sudan to China consists of 7% of China’s oil imports in total, and the Chinese 
investments are among others counting oil pipelines and hydropower facilities. 
Concerning trade, 71% of Sudan’s exports are purchased by China (ibid). These 
bilateral connections have entailed strong diplomatically bonds between the two 
countries which also is one of the reasons why China for a long period has spared the 
Sudanese Government from its humanitarian responsibility and also hesitated with 
economic sanctions, and furthermore also by using it’s veto power against the UN’s 
security council’s effort to take action (resolution 1706) (Reeves 2006). The two 
countries’ close connections make China an important player in the process of 
eliminating the crisis in the Darfur region. However, recently China has changed its 
direction and joined a common decision in the Security Council, allowing 26,000 troops 
to Darfur.  
 
When it comes to human rights, the constellation between China and Sudan has been 
very much criticized both by the international society and NGOs due to its damaging 
consequences for the people of Darfur (Ytzen 2007). In connection, China’s own view 
on human rights has also been exposed to a lot of disapproval. The country is very 
much behind with juristic reforms and today it is still possible to be exposed to torture 
from the government’s side or to be sentenced to death and executed. Furthermore, the 
Chinese authorities use censor to limit the use of the Internet and other media forums 
and thereby constraint the possibilities of the Chinese people of getting external inputs. 
The fact that China has a limited tradition for protecting human rights and a rather 
relaxed view on upholding human rights comes to expression in the behavior of the 
country behavior in Sudan where it appears to be a subject they have chosen not to 
prioritize in this case. According to Reuters, China’s problem is the difficult balance in 
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satisfying both the international community and the regime in Khartoum at the same 
time. (Reuters 2007). 
 
9 Determining the role of the United States 
 
On different occasions, United States president, George W. Bush and former British Prime 
Minister, Tony Blair have declared that they would do everything in their power to prevent 
a repetition of the genocide in Rwanda (Tinsley 2005). However, it could be argued, that 
they sooner or later would have to revise that ideal. The conflict in Darfur has been relevant 
more or less since 1999, but significant media attention was first attained in 2003 when the 
UN Human Rights Coordinator for Sudan, Mukesh Kapila labeled Darfur ‘“the world’s 
greatest humanitarian crisis”’ (Prunier 2007, p. 127). Furthermore he stated that there was 
little difference to the genocide of Rwanda. (Prunier 2007) 
 
The outburst of the Darfur crisis coincided with the peace process in the North-South 
conflict of Sudan, where the country was highly noticed in terms of business investments in 
natural resources as well as aid from charitable organizations to refugees of Sudan. “Now 
everything, even the way of interpreting the situation, was topsy-turvy, which is why the 
“genocide” angle soon became so important.” (Prunier 2007 p. 129) Hence, taking the 
inaction of the UN into consideration, there was an immense pressure on George W. Bush 
to establish stability in Sudan. Evangelic and Jewish groups have, since the Bush 
administration began its presidency, put immense pressure on the Bush administration 
towards a humanitarian intervention in Darfur. In April 2006, large evangelic and Jewish 
organizations gathered in a joint demonstration on the proclamation to ‘Save Darfur’, 
which caught massive attention from the media. (Flounders 2006) 
 
On May 29th 2007 the US demanded the UN impose sanctions on Sudan and proposed 
sending US peacekeeping forces to Darfur. (Shabazz 2007) However, the Bush 
administration has, according to The Wall Street Journal, avoided taking any form of 
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intervention in Darfur with American military, due to a range of concerns; the increasing 
unpopularity and growing public regret of the long lasting wars in Iraq and Afghanistan 
certainly has a role to play. (Dreazen 2007). Instead, the US has imposed pressure on the 
UN to act in the matter. The US is not the only nation in the UN to dominate the agenda, 
and has encountered significant opposition from countries such as China, who has political 
and economical interests in Sudan (Dreazen 2007). Amnesty International agree with the 
claim that the US is keen to act in the crisis, but a unilateral intervention is unfeasible due 
to the declining support for the war on terror and its unfinished missions in both Iraq and 
Afghanistan. (Kahn 2006) 
 
Advocating for action in the Darfur crisis, Bush announced on May 29th 2007 that 
American economical sanctions on Sudan was to be implemented. “For too long, the people 
of Darfur have suffered at the hands of a government that is complicit in the bombing, 
murder, rape of innocent civilians. My administration has called these actions by their 
rightful name: genocide”, he said (Shabazz 2007). The sanctions would start with 31 
companies and oil exporters controlled by the Sudanese government. There would also be 
imposed sanctions on individuals, contributing to the violence. “We're isolating these 
persons by cutting them off from the U.S. financial system, barring them from doing 
business with any American citizen or company and calling the world's attention to their 
crimes, he said” (Ibid) However, the Report of the UN Commission of Inquiry on the 
Darfur Violence suggested to include the International Criminal Court (ICC) in acting in 
the Darfur crisis, but this, the US opposed: “The United States did not like the ICC because 
it feared that some of its own human rights violations, particularly in Iraq, might make it 
liable to prosecution” (Prunier 2007, p. 143 ). Yet, economical sanctions seem to punish the 
US itself more than Sudan. While, as the US is imposing sanctions on Sudan, countries 
such as China and Russia are doing great business. 
 
The American oil company, Chevron, discovered oil in Sudan in 1978. New measurements 
found that oil reserves are bigger than anticipated. The oil reserve matches Saudi Arabia, 
and the soil also contains massive amounts of uranium, cobber and natural gas. (Flounders 
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2006). Even though the oil production is now booming it has taken time for this success 
due to conflicts between South- and North Sudan. Now Sudan has thanks to, among others 
China, turned into the seventh biggest oil producer in Africa (Onal 2004). 
 
While giving big impetus to an underdeveloped economy, the oil production has been 
accused to be source of conflicts. Now, to discover relations between that business and 
interests by both insiders and outstanding actors without biases becomes more difficult. 
According to Zaman Daily, neighbouring countries support rebel groups such as SPLA and 
that some 20 million US dollars have been given as aid from the American administration 
to the rebel groups. (Onal 2004) “For over two decades U.S. imperialism supported a 
separatist movement in the south of Sudan, where oil was originally found.” (Flounders 
2006) According to the Government of Sudan, the US and Zionists have supported the 
umbrella organization SPLA as a way to make Sudan appear as a bad Muslim regime. In 
that line of thinking, the US is contributing to increasing disintegration internally in the 
country (Prunier 2007). In that line of thinking it can be suspected that the US is creating a 
pretext that legitimizes them to humanitarianly intervene and take part in the oil resources 
of Sudan. 
 
On the other hand, the US has been accused of refusing to intervene because of co-
operation with Sudan against Al-Qaeda. It is claimed that Osama Bin Laden stayed in the 
Al-Riyad neighbourhood between 1991 and 1996, while he built the foundation of Al-
Qaeda and made business. (Høeberg 2007). It is remarkable that Sudan is situated on the 
US terror list from 2003, though listed among the passive or less active supporters of 
terrorism. It leaves the impression that the US is certainly split between contradictory 
approaches on how tough to be on the Government of Sudan (Patterns of Global Terrorism 
Report). 
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10 Determining the Role of the United Nations 
 
The United Nations has been looked towards for a sustainable representative solution to the 
Darfur Crisis. However it has been difficult for the UN to succeed in this task. Internal 
crises such as the Darfur Crisis where the government asserts its sovereign right and refuses 
any intervention, pose a problem to the functioning of the United Nations. In the charter of 
the United Nations it states that the main purpose of the UN is:   
 
To maintain international peace and security, and to that end: to take effective 
collective measures for the prevention and removal of threats to the peace, and for 
the suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches of the peace, and to bring 
about by peaceful means, and in conformity with the principles of justice and 
international law, adjustment or settlement of international disputes or situations 
which might lead to a breach of the peace (United Nations n.d.) 
 
In a recent UN resolution on Darfur it is made clear that “Sudan continues to constitute a 
threat to international peace and security” (United Nations Security Council Resolution 
1769 2007). From this it could be concluded that as Sudan poses a threat to peace, 
collective measures must be taken. However, this has not been taken. The Charter also 
includes recognition of sovereign rights “The Organization is based on the principle of the 
sovereign equality of all its Members” (United Nations n.d.). And makes it clear that; 
“Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations to intervene in 
matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state or shall require 
the Members to submit such matters to settlement under the present Charter” (United 
Nations n.d.). Even the resolution mentioned earlier reaffirms the “strong commitment to 
the sovereignty, unity, independence and territorial integrity of Sudan” (United Nations 
Security Council Resolution 1769 2007). With the case of the Darfur Crisis, for the United 
Nations, its ability to take collective measures for the prevention and removal of threats to 
the peace is diminished by the strong principle of sovereignty as enshrined in the charter 
and utilized by the Sudanese Government. 
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In addition to this constitutional dilemma for the functioning of the United Nations, the 
members of the UN Security Council have throughout the crisis remained in deep 
disagreement over which action to take in the Darfur Crisis. Moreover, Sudan’s reluctance 
to accept proposals put forward by the United Nations has remained a deep obstacle for a 
peaceful solution to the crisis. Unlike the United States, the UN has yet to refer to the crisis 
in Darfur as genocide. According to the 1948 Genocide Convention, once the UN 
acknowledges that it is genocide, it has to act. The dilemma for the UN is that if it does this, 
it fears not receiving the military, political and financial means, it would need to act, by its 
member states which could create an illegitimate UN (Prunier 2007, p. 142). 
Despite disagreements, the UN Security Council has increasingly called for greater UN 
involvement in the crisis (Zissis 2006). However, as the head of UN peacekeeping, Jean-
Marie Guehenno states:  
We must remember the UN can be a broker, a supporter, a referee and an advisor 
in solving conflict between and within states, but the actual power and the politics 
required to bring about lasting peace lies with sovereign member-states and their 
people. UN peacekeeping creates the conditions for political dialogue to take place. 
It is for the parties to take advantage of this opportunity (Guehenno 2007).  
The UN knows its limitations in this crisis; the officially permitted reluctance of the 
government to accept intervention as it can be justified by the United Nation’s principle of 
sovereignty, the disagreement on the part of the members of the United Nations on which 
action to take in Darfur and the lack of a solid peace deal kept by all parties reducing the 
usefulness of a peacekeeping force which is the only force available to the United Nations. 
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Theory 
 
11 Realism 
 
Though, the crisis in Darfur has become very much apparent to the international 
community and recognition and condemnation of the mass killings are represented by most 
of the international community, little action to end the crisis has taken place. There are 
many reasons for this lack of action and theory can help to understand the grounds for this 
lack. In particular, Realism can be drawn on when it comes to explaining the behaviour of 
states with regards to the Darfur Crisis. Realism has its point of departure in power politics. 
The emphasis is on the national interest; it is the state that is the principal actor on the 
international scene and sovereignty and the ability to act as an autonomous entity is 
essential (Heywood, 2002). The theory originated as a contrast to idealism; interests rather 
than ideologies are the motivation and according to realism; peace is gained through 
strength where the use of force is a legitimate tool to reach the goal (Baylis & Smith 2001, 
p. 142).  
 
A challenge for realism is the concern with moral and ethics that exist within international 
politics. Realists advocate that, for the state to survive, state leaders must ignore notions of 
ethical conduct (ibid p. 142) and keep the focus on self-interest. What is important for the 
state is not the humankind as a whole, but rather concerns of statism, survival and self-help 
(Baylis & Smith 2001, p. 143). Statism relates to the internal affairs within the nation state 
and its people as a collective whole, while survival puts emphasis on the ability of state 
leaders to ensure their state. Self-interest is the behaviour in an anarchical world where each 
single state is responsible for its own existence (Baylis & Smith 2001, pp. 150- 154). 
 
International institutions, such as the United Nations, are not acknowledged by realism, as 
it is believed that safety and survival of the national state should not be in the hands of 
others. However, international cooperation is accepted in the theory of realism, but only 
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with the aim of creating a power balance. For some weaker states that are threatened by 
either a hegemony or unions of stronger states, it can be necessary to establish alliances in 
order to reach an equilibrium of power so that no state get into a position where it can 
control other states. (Baylis & Smith 2001, p. 144).    
 
As the nation-state is solely driven by the aim of maximizing power or keeping sovereignty 
it can be said that there exists no motive for an intervention in Darfur. The theory of realism 
is very much in contrast to the issue of humanitarian intervention as such an action would 
go against the main principles of Realism. According to realist thought, questions 
concerning human rights and morality are threats to the nation state as they will remove 
focus from the attempts of states to ensure sovereignty.  Humanitarian intervention in 
Darfur by any state will not occur as long as there exists no realistic grounds for an 
intervention. “There is no room for moral or ethical concerns, prejudice, political 
philosophy or individual preference in the determination of foreign policy because actions 
are constrained by the relative power of the state” (Burchill & Linklater 1996, p. 75). This 
means that moral principles do not shape the behaviour of states, but it is rather the 
possibility of gaining power that forms foreign policy. In striving towards gaining power, 
legitimacy is an important factor in today’s world. Several countries focus on external 
morals and try to use statements and language to gain legitimacy. The UN Security Council 
has condemned the rapes and killings in Darfur and acknowledged that the government in 
Sudan has the responsibility for the violence. However, at the same time they refuse to take 
action and protect the victims; the people of Darfur (‘Realism’ and Darfur 2004). 
According to realism this rhetoric is used to express legitimacy and to thus advance 
national interests (Burchill & Linklater 1996, p. 76).  Hence, it is argued that humanitarian 
intervention can lead to a possibility of abuse.   
 
The realist’ thought claims that a legitimization of humanitarian intervention can be made 
at the expense of the principle of state sovereignty in order to pursue national interests 
(Baylis & Smith 2001). This argument leads to questioning of the grounds for attempts, 
from among others; the African Union and the UN, to intervene in the conflict. According 
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to Realism, the motive for intervening in the Darfur crisis would be announced to be for 
moral reasons in order to gain legitimacy, but in reality the only true motive for intervening 
would be to pursue national interests. Therefore, it can be said that according to Realist 
thought, even if there are moral grounds for intervening in Darfur, if no national interests 
can be gained by intervening, no intervention will take place as can be seen with Darfur.  
 
Another main principle of Realist thought that can be used to explain the lack of action in 
the Darfur crisis is the principle of state sovereignty. The first point that the writings of 
Realists Carr and Morgenthau make is that “(a) sovereign states are both the primary actors 
and basic units of analysis” (Burchill & Linklater 1996, p. 80). Burchill & Linklater (1996) 
put forward that when the basis of realist thought was created, the main assumptions 
concerned themselves with an emphasis on the nation state and national sovereignty for 
these were the basis of keeping international relations in order.   This emphasis is enshrined 
in the UN Charter “The Organization is based on the principle of the sovereign equality of 
all its Members” (United Nations n.d.) and is therefore affirmed by all UN members.  
 
The significance of the principle of sovereignty can help to explain the reason for a lack of 
action in Darfur. The international community has to respect Sudan’s sovereignty as it has 
to respect all states and members of the United Nations because national sovereignty is a 
natural decree according to Realism. “For realists, a state’s assertion of its sovereignty, and 
its concomitant claim for protection under the doctrine of non-intervention, came before 
any right the international community might assert for intervention in ‘the internal affairs’ 
of that state” (Burchill & Linklater 1996, p. 80). For these reasons foreign intervention into 
Darfur is not viable. The argument according to realist thought is that it is dangerous to 
carry out foreign intervention into a national state that opposes it because it could be a 
cause for war, create an imbalance of power and it could make intervention common and 
accepted. 
 
Realism can also help to understand the limitations of the United Nations when dealing 
with the Darfur crisis. “Ostensibly, realism purports to aim at an accurate representation of 
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the ‘reality’ of global politics as opposed to a way of thinking in which some higher state is 
imagined or recommended as a course of action (idealism)” (Burchill & Linklater 1996, p. 
82). The power of a higher state such as the United Nations is limited according to realist 
thought. The international system is anarchical; there is no overriding authority which can 
regulate the behavior of nation states. This can help to explain the inability of the United 
Nations to act, their power as a supra national body is limited because in the end it is the 
nation state who decides. The nation states of the UN and in particular the members of the 
UN Security Council have mostly remained in disagreement over which action to take and 
so no action has been taken, this shows how the nation states decide. 
 
The more the crises developed, the less the UN seemed capable of doing anything 
political about it, even though at the humanitarian level it carried over 60% of the 
financial burden. In many ways this situation came to demonstrate the UN’s 
practical limitations in crisis over which the heavyweight member states do not 
want to act (Prunier 2007, p. 143). 
  
“Realists argued that states are the primary actors in international relations because they 
retain a monopoly on the legitimate use of violence” (Burchill & Linklater 1996, p. 80). 
The UN does not have the economy and military to take action in Darfur, the nation states 
do. If nation states fail to show their support through actual financial and military support, 
the UN cannot act as seen with the case of Darfur.  
 
12 Idealism 
 
Idealism is based on the thought that humans are rational beings that navigate via profound 
concerns about other people. As opposed to realism, idealism argues that the human being 
is lead by moral, ethics and visions rather than mere economical and political interests and 
considerations. In the English School tradition, solidarists have roots to Immanuel Kant 
(1724-1804) and rationalism (Buzan 2004). He theorized that human beings are rational 
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agents. In his work ‘Perpetual Peace’ from 1795 he argued that, since human beings are 
rational individuals, humans are capable of constituting an international law that treats all 
humans as ends rather than means. Furthermore, he stated that in order to impose such 
international law, the formation of some kind of a ‘League of Nations’ would naturally take 
place. This, he argues, would at the same time imply a decline in the power of the 
individual nation states, turning more into the concept of ‘world society’3 since a universal 
authority would now have been established to enforce the international laws (McLean and 
McMillan 2003). Realism, though, was for long the dominant school of thought within 
International Relations. Times changed, however, in the 1960s and 70s due to tensions 
between the East and the West and now, a shift can be seen in the focus towards adopting 
policies that promoted political stability. Another important factor was that the world 
witnessed, at the time, an increase in economical interdependency between non-state bodies 
like for instance transnational corporations which, combined with the new politics 
promoted political stability. Inevitably this challenged the Hobbesian conception of the 
state being the framework to protect its inhabitants. The role of the state had to be redefined 
in the globalized context. (Goodin, R. 1995) 
 
According to Chris Brown (1995), Charles Beitz was a pioneer in the field of moral 
understanding. He was much inspired by the Kantian statement that individuals and state 
representatives act as moral beings rather than, as realists would argue, purely with 
economical and political interests. As a reaction to the notion of the realist position being 
the only method for political actors to navigate correctly in the political play and 
maintaining peace, idealists such as Beitz argued that underlying interest such as morals 
and ethics ought to be taken into account. 
 
New ideas suggested an interpretation of countries as a part of an international or world 
society as a way to help the increasingly complex international community to navigate. 
                                                  
3 World society goes further than International Society towards a cosmopolitan outlook on the 
interrelationship of humans. Hence the conception of state boarders becomes blurred and what matters is 
to be human rather than classifying nationality (Buzan 2004). 
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However, a strong tie between countries implies agreement on certain common values. 
Therefore Brown argues that in a globalized world with interdependency there is no proper 
reason to why matters such as human rights, justice and environmental protection could be 
justified to vary among states. In a world society non-intervention due to the protection and 
respect of the individual nation-state would hence be insignificant since there would be no 
such things as sovereign states. (Brown, 1995). 
 
12.1 International society 
 
International society theory concerns itself with how and why states are linked to each other 
in an overall society, and is the main focus of the English School (Buzan 2004). With no 
‘world president to give direction and sanctions to states, Charles Manning suggests that 
the international society is like a game with certain transparent rules or constraints that 
states navigate within. Bourdieu develops “the idea of ‘strategizing’, which he defines as 
‘that feel for the game'’” (Wheeler 2002, p. 23). The constraints are normative rather than 
physical and are reproduced by its actors: According to Manner, “sovereignty and 
international law belongs to a game that diplomats and state leaders reproduce through their 
actions (Wheeler 2002, p. 22). Even though the constraints are not physical they provide a 
framework for mutual interplay in the international society (Wheeler 2002). Whereas 
realists acknowledges the ‘strategizing’ as rational planned play that makes states obey 
international laws when it is in their own favour, Bourdieu argues that initiatives by state 
representatives are not consciously planned but are given within a discourse (ibid). 
 
12.2 Pluralism 
 
Pluralists uphold that there is more than one interpretation of the ’good’ and politics ought 
to draw in cultural diversity, gender and ethnicity in its policymaking (Wheeler 2002). The 
main focus of pluralists is to ensure stability in international relations. They have a respect 
for state sovereignty and uphold the principle of non-intervention as a way to ensure 
stability, and are hence also connected to realism (Buzan 2004). Humanitarian intervention 
Page | 41  
 
will therefore inevitably be acted out on the basis of the individual state’s own moral 
principles, rather than common agreed norms between states (Wheeler 2002). However, 
pluralists are concerned that diversity in norms will weaken international order, which is 
based on sovereignty, non-intervention and non-use of force principles. Pluralists hence 
object legitimising humanitarian intervention. The pluralist critique of humanitarian 
intervention is that intervention will continuously be culturally biased by those with the 
power to act (ibid). 
 
12.3 Solidarism 
 
Solidarism is identified by the perception that the international society has a common 
humanitarian obligation in cases of crimes against humanity and is less reliant on the 
principle of non-intervention. It leans to Kant’s concepts of universal ethics and moral laws 
and cosmopolitan values: “the view that humanity is one, and the task of diplomacy is to 
translate this latent or immanent solidarity of interests and values into reality” (Buzan 2004, 
p. 47). Solidarists are critical to the justification of pluralist values in connection to the 
actual practiced human rights of states. Pluralist’s moral obligation is strong, hence they are 
critical to what extent those visions actually take place in reality (Wheeler 2002). 
The dilemma occurring when states commit violations of human rights within their 
jurisdictional borders and refuse humanitarian intervention by bringing up the sovereignty 
principle, solidarists believe could be solved by creating certain requirements that need to 
be fulfilled by the countries in order for them to enjoy full sovereignty. Consequently states 
that do not fulfil the requirements for the protection of human rights would be in the hands 
of the international society: “States that massively violate human rights should forfeit their 
rights to be treated as legitimate sovereigns, thereby morally entitling other states to use 
force to stop the oppression.” (Wheeler 2002, p. 12-13) 
 
According to Wheeler there are four requirements that a humanitarian intervention must 
fulfil to be justified. First there must be a cause or an emergency that can only be helped by 
people from outside the conflict, secondly one needs to make sure that an intervention is the 
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last alternative, thirdly, that the intervention is proportional and at last it is required that 
there are good prospects that the intervention will improve the situation. (Wheeler 2002) 
 
12.4 Relating Idealism to the Crisis in Darfur 
 
After having shortly outlined the idealist theory above, it is now time to investigate how 
this will apply to the situation in Darfur. As described in previous sections the 
comprehensiveness of the crisis in Darfur has been evident to the international community 
for quite some time now without much real action against the killings and atrocities taking 
place. The section on realism sought to clarify some background and suggestions for why 
the international society has hesitated to act in the crisis and this section will try to account 
for some of the arguments posed in favour for intervening in a crisis like the one seen in 
Darfur.  
 
As stated above, idealism is most commonly referred to as characteristic with international 
relations connections of moral values and legal norms. It is believed that human rights 
should not just be kept at the nation-state level but rather be implemented universally 
(Heywood 2002). “Solidarism focuses on the possibility of shared moral norms 
underpinning a more expansive, and almost inevitably more interventionist, understanding 
of international order” (Buzan 2004, p. 47). In the case of Darfur this might mean, since 
from an idealistic point of view one could argue that what is happening in Darfur is morally 
indefensible, that everything is possible, including neglecting the sovereignty of the state of 
Sudan. This should be done to stop the atrocities happening in the region, in order to defend 
the human rights of the people there. Furthermore, that the international community should 
do everything in its power to uphold the moral values and legal norms as expressed by the 
idealists. The expansionist and interventionist perception of the English school solidarists 
might also result in an international society that would view state sovereignty as something 
secondary to individual rights and therefore interfere when something morally irresponsible 
is taking place. Contradictory, realists and pluralists see the state as the framework or a 
social contract that ensures protection of the individual. However solidarists and idealists 
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tend to believe that norms, values, rules and institutions can be shared between states and 
that everyone, through affiliation with the human race, has a responsibility for seeing those 
norms and values maintained and upheld. Hereby it is not implied that the solidarists or 
idealists believe in a shared global identity or a common culture but merely that humanity 
is one and that there is an ethic code that can be universally applied and should protect the 
people of the world (Buzan 2004). 
 
The idealist thought is also interesting when looking at the United Nations due to the 
dilemma between its charter-bound limitations on humanitarian intervention and its idealist 
foundation as a place for cooperation and promotion of humanity. Concerning sovereignty, 
the following quote deals with the sovereignty imbedded in the UN charter: “The Security 
Council has jurisdiction to act under Article 39 of Chapter VII only if it determines that 
there is a threat to international peace and security. It cannot authorize military intervention 
on humanitarian grounds alone.” (Wheeler 2002, pp. 41) In chapter I, Article 2 of the UN 
charter, the following statement is found: “The Organization is based on the principle of the 
sovereign equality of all its Members”  (Charter of the UN, n.d.) which, together with the 
first quote, clearly illuminates the fact that the UN’s range of action is limited due to the 
principle of sovereignty and non-intervention.  
Despite the realist emphasis in the quotes above, signs of idealist and solidarist thought can 
be found within the different conventions, declarations and even in the charter of the UN 
(Charter of the United Nations n.d., Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights n.d, Office of the High Commissioner for Human 
Rights, Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide 1948). For 
instance, international cooperation and internationalism is brought forward in the High 
Commissioner for Human Rights’, Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the 
crime of Genocide (1948); “…genocide, whether committed in time of peace or in time of 
war, is a crime under international law” (Office of the High Commissioner for Human 
Rights, Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide 1948)  
Also in the High Commissioner of Human Rights’ Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
(n.d.) evidence of some form of idealist thinking can be detected. The usage of the word 
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‘universal’ in the title of the declaration alone pinpoints that important subjects on the UN 
agenda are norms and morals that go beyond the boundaries of the nation state and that 
human rights certainly can be implemented internationally. In the preamble of the 
declaration, the following statement is found: “…Member States have pledged themselves 
to achieve, in cooperation with the United Nations, the promotion of universal respect for 
and observance of human rights and fundamental freedoms…” (Office of the High 
Commissioner for Human Rights, Universal Declaration of Human Rights n.d). The quote 
underpins the moral grey zone when implementing universal moral guidelines in the UN.   
The above excerpts from official UN papers might serve as solid ground for the 
international community to intervene in the Darfur Crisis since one could say that the 
human rights of the people in Darfur have been ignored and that it is the duty of the UN, 
according to its conventions, declarations and charter, to prevent this. But as seen, both 
sovereignty and the importance of fundamental and universal human rights can be found 
imbedded in the principles of the UN. The crisis like the one in Darfur hence remains a case 
for questioning whether the sovereignty of the nation state of Sudan or the human rights of 
the people in Darfur have the highest priority. 
 
13 Critique of the Theories  
 
The two ways of thinking of the world as focused upon in the project; realistically or 
idealistically have, as explained, created contradictive assumptions of the world. Both 
theoretical understandings can be used to explain the motives and behaviour of actors on 
the political scene. Realism can be criticized for being too narrow and ethnocentric in its 
understanding of world politics. Where, idealism can be criticized for being too broad and 
optimistic. Realist thought began as a response to what realists have called perilous 
international idealism with front runners such as Woodrow Wilson who helped establish 
the forerunner to the United Nations, the League of Nations; an organization “established in 
1919 under the Treaty of Versailles “to promote international cooperation and to achieve 
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peace and security.”” (About the United Nations / History 2000). This aim of producing 
effective international relations and thereby gaining universal and permanent peace seemed 
too optimistic for some who therefore established the realist school. The realist school 
believed that the realist way to avoid catastrophes and keep order was through a balance of 
power and not through establishing universal norms and standards.  
 
Globalization has meant increased interactions between states, and increasing influence of 
international organizations and multinational corporations.  
 
Today, the social sciences which developed during the past hundred years on the 
assumption of a world divided politically, socially and broadly speaking 
economically, by the frontiers between the authority of one state and its neighbours, 
is at a similar moment of transition and uncertainty. We share, I believe, an 
awareness that the old world is fast disappearing. Its assumptions can no longer be 
taken for granted. We are in transition to a new global political economy – but we 
are not yet sure in what essential way the new will be different from the old. We are 
equally sure which assumptions are still valid and which now need to be queried. 
(Strange 2002, p. 225). 
 
It has changed the world and especially politically. So, it would seem that theoretical 
understandings of the world would need to adjust to this change. The realist school can be 
criticized for failing to do this enough. Whereas, the idealist school can be criticized for 
failing to acknowledge political realities. The United Nations is unable to solve the crisis in 
Darfur. An idealist would argue that this is because of the influence of realist assumptions. 
Whereas, a realist would argue that this is because the United Nations is too idealistic and 
has failed to acknowledge reality; national interests, state sovereignty.  
 
It can be argued that a new theoretical perspective for the study of world politics, 
economies and multilateralism is needed. And that state centrism has dominated the study 
of international relations so far and need to be re-examined. It can also be argued that it is 
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just as important to use history to produce understandings as it is to update these 
understandings to fit with the world order of today, “However much we may want to 
change the world for the better, idealism is merely fantasy unless founded on realism” 
(Strange 2002, p. 225). It is difficult to dismiss traditional assumptions such as the 
importance of state sovereignty. It was enshrined in the United Nations Charter at a time of 
devastation and fear of another world war and is therefore seen as essential to prevent 
another world war. The world order has changed since then, and assumptions have become 
outdated and less useful to use. September 11th 2001 showed that what happens inside a 
state can affect the international community and relations so it can be argued that it is 
dangerous to have strong national states and strong principles of state sovereignty. At a 
time of increased globalization and increased national threats and insecurity, it does not 
seem legitimate to dismiss genocide for a reason as weak as sovereignty as sovereignty 
already has been dismissed in for example Iraq. Critical international theory approach is 
one approach taken to criticize existing traditional theories on the world order, to criticize 
the effect of the structures within the world order and how to resolve the inequality created 
by these structures. This critical approach is the approach taken on by the project. 
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Analysis 
 
14 The Sudanes Government 
 
As stated earlier, the civil war in Sudan has been ongoing for several years and has now 
reached a point where it is mainly the Sudanese Government and their supporters, the 
Janjaweed, who are fighting the civilian ethnic groups in order to either get more 
influence or to avoid a ‘revolution’. It has been stated by the international community and 
the Human Rights Watch that the fight was started by the government and that they have 
the highest level of responsibility in this crisis (Human Rights Watch’s report 
‘Entrenching Impunity’ from 2005). The fact that Sudan has been a member of the United 
Nations since 1956 has no influence on the case at all. It could be assumed that such a 
membership would entail a responsibility for its citizens. This has not been the case as the 
Government of Sudan has continued to commit crimes against its own people. It must be 
taken into account that the government was different back then and that the internal 
situation has changed dramatically since. Being a member of the United Nations can, as 
mentioned in earlier chapters, have a rhetoric meaning.  It can be argued that Sudan does 
not act in the interest of the organisation and therefore their membership can be seen as 
merely symbolic.  
 
It is very conflictual that the government, on one hand, supports the peace keepers while 
they at the same time, on the other hand, support the carrying out of mass killings. This 
very contradicting double role does not bother the regime, in fact, they do not consider 
themselves as being in a dilemma. This is supported by the fact that the government had 
no difficulties in rejecting a United Nations humanitarian intervention into their own 
country. In the current situation, it can be seen how the theory of realism can be applied to 
a national level. With power as the only thing in mind, the Sudanese Government fights 
its own citizens with no consideration of all the lives that are taken. Power is the aim, 
regardless of how to get it. As experienced with realism, conflicts in the name of national 
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interest can be carried out on the expense of lives, meaning that a loss of its own people is 
unimportant as long as power is gained (Baylis & Smith 2006, p. 174). Transferring this 
example to the crisis in Darfur it is straightforward to see how the government is realistic 
in its character.  There is not much left for idealism, as it can be argued that the 
Government of Sudan focuses on political interests rather than morals. According to the 
idealist idea of world society, a crisis like the Darfurian should never occur. Firstly 
because there should be a mutual understanding of human rights with respect of the 
individual person, where humans have concerns about other people. Secondly because the 
protection against humanitarian intervention, sovereign rights, will be eliminated as there 
would be no such things as nation states.  
 
A noteworthy dilemma faced in connection to the crisis in Darfur, is the fact that in 
today’s debate the concerns are about whom to blame, where important actors such as the 
United Nations, the United States and China are blamed for not being able to live up to 
their responsibility and exert their power on the Government of Sudan. Seen in this 
project there is much focus on the different roles of actors and China has for instance been 
subject for at lot of scolding. This, can be argued is, justified, but it is important not to 
move the focus completely away from the direct cause of the crisis, namely the 
government of Sudan. 
 
15 The Role of the African Union 
 
When examining the African Union it becomes clear that despite aiming to end the crisis 
in Darfur, the institution has, it can be argued, actually contributed to a prolonged length 
of the crisis. Many factors have influenced the situation in different directions. First of all, 
it is according to realists a problem in itself that there exist an overstate institution as the 
African Union which undermines the sovereign African states and thus removes some of 
the power that these 53 states individually have. Nonetheless, it can be realistically argued 
that the union was established with the purpose of being an opponent player to other 
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strong nations or unions such as the European Union, the United Nations or the United 
States. It can be argued that strengthening the African countries will create equilibrium on 
the international scene, or it will at least change the power balance. The African Union 
has numerous ambitious goals, which in the long run are aiming for an implementation of 
a human rights court, a central bank and a monetary system. However, these desires 
cannot be met, before the conflicts in Africa are solved so it can be argued that it is an 
essential part of the development of the African Union to help end the Darfur crisis. 
“Darfur was the first major crisis to face the organisation since its transformation” 
(Prunier 2007, p. 144) so the African Union therefore did not have much experience with 
a crisis such as the Darfurian. In addition, the institution’s military and economic 
capabilities are also very weak which may pose problems for the union if it is unable to 
fulfil its own and other’s expectations. As stated earlier by Prunier, this rather weak 
involvement has at least had a symbolic value in the form of their attendance. “The 
African Union was supposed to ‘stop what it was only mandated to observe, to operate on 
a shoestring and to keep the pretence of serious international involvement for its tight-
fisted sponsors. Predictably all it achieved was a token presence” (Prunier 2007, p. 146).  
 
Having a wish of solving the Darfur Crisis is very idealistic, but it can also be a tool for 
the African Union in the struggle of strengthening their organization, which is a realistic 
method. However, it must be underscored that a humanitarian intervention in Darfur is 
positive no matter which intentions lie behind, idealistic or realistic. A third issue is 
rhetorics which is another tool used to shed a better light on oneself. By criticizing the 
regime in Khartoum or appreciating humanitarian intervention in Darfur, the African 
Union has shown that it has an idealistic character as well, no matter if the union chooses 
to take action or not. The African Union will, due to its mandate from the Government of 
Sudan, take action and contribute with 7000 soldiers to the dangerous region in Sudan by 
year 2008. This shows that the African Union is more than a realistic union that protects 
itself behind rethorics, it is a union that does take action and tries to better the situation. 
Nevertheless, the amount of soldiers is rather small and the initiative is seen by some as 
merely of a symbolic character. Fourthly, there is a certain kind of legitimacy in having a 
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union like the African Union to intervene in Darfur rather than for instance a union like 
the United Nations. The fact that the African Union consists of exclusively African 
countries is easier for Sudan to accept, as it can be argued that they will not experience the 
feeling of western imperialism. If the African continent can handle the crisis on their own 
it would be a huge triumph for them. In spite of this unique chance for the continent to 
make progress on its own, it does not look to well, as the institution on many points still is 
too weak. However it can be argued that the death of Western soldiers in Darfur would 
“spark serious international trouble” (Prunier 2005, p. 145). What has furthermore made 
the African Union deficient is the decision of the Government of Sudan to only let troops 
enter Darfur with the mandate of monitoring the region. In this case, this limited mandate 
has more or less a paralysing effect on the union, as it results in a weak and almost 
powerless African Union. 
 
Another difficulty faced is the fact that the union consists of 53 different African states 
and it can therefore be a challenge for the union not to offend any state. This has put the 
African Union into a complicated situation and has entailed that they have not declared 
the crisis in Darfur as genocide. This clearly shows the dilemma that the union faces when 
consisting of so many and different ethnical entities. In addition, it has also been 
weakening for the African Union that it has been accused of being led by dictators as 
stated by the BBC (Profile: African Union 2007). In contrast to the earlier mentioned 
realistic thought, an institution like the African Union is in an idealistic perspective, a 
possible organisation for spreading moral and ethics through international law. A 
membership of the African Union will automatically lead to a limitation of the nations’ 
sovereignty, which in theory can be a foundation for common rules where human rights 
are of the main priority and humanitarian intervention is accepted.  
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16 The Role of China 
 
Looking at China, strong diplomatic bonds to the Sudanese government are seen. These 
are mainly created through economic relations through oil investments which are clearly 
seen in the interaction between China and Sudan in the United Nations. China has assisted 
Sudan in the extraction of oil and even imported huge amounts of it. It can be assumed 
that the outcome of this corporation among other things has entailed a ‘protection’ of 
Sudan or of the regime in Khartoum, which have avoided sanctions from the United 
Nations due to China’s threat of making use of its veto-power in the Security Council 
(Reuters Dec. 4, 2007). From a realistic view this behavior is not unusual as it in the end 
leads to an increase of China’s power and influence on the African market, while it also 
brings capital to China. This behavior has been criticized by the international community 
(Observe China Feb. 5, 2003) which generally has a more idealistic perspective, and 
demand that China takes action and uses its power to exert pressure on Khartoum. 
However, this constellation is rather difficult, as the international community is 
considered to be the United Nations, where China has one of the seats in the Security 
Council.  
 
A double role, such as this one, complicates the situation further and raises the question of 
whether members of the United Nations Security Council have their own national 
interests in mind first or has a genuine wish for keeping peace first. Since China has 
constantly delayed the negotiations, it could be argued, that the country is more 
dominated by realistic thought, than by idealistic. However, China has recently approved 
a delegation of 20.000 UN soldiers to enter Darfur. Of course, this is a very positive 
initiative from an idealistic view, but it must be taken into account that within the realistic 
thought also exists a possibility of abusing a humanitarian intervention in Darfur in order 
to put one self in a better light. However, it has to be argued that if this was the case then 
it would not matter why humanitarian intervention took place but only that it took place. 
By acknowledging a delegation to Darfur, critics of realism would argue that it is pure 
rhetoric with the only purpose of improving the Chinese image. An improvement of 
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China’s reputation could be necessary, as the country has been exposed to a very negative 
coverage due to their trade with Sudan. 
 
In addition it is known that China does not follow ‘international’ standards when it comes 
to reducing corruption (Kahn, J. 2006). To this the Chinese authorities maintain that the 
West imposes standards in Africa which are not acceptable and state that China focuses 
on mutual development and does not promote itself at the expense of others. All views are 
in this case important and can necessarily be right: 1) For China their argumentation is an 
excuse, and the country claims it, in order to defend itself and its actions. 2) The 
‘international’ standards are made with actual intentions of reducing corruption. 3) As 
China states, the standards can be an attempt from the West to pull western values down 
on the rest of the world with the aim of reducing Chinas influence or in order to 
strengthen imperialism. The latter very interesting perspective can be compared to 
universalism where it is believed that norms and values should be shared, and where it 
typically are the western values that are used. “Along with ‘democracy promotion’ the last 
decade has seen the elaboration of the notion of humanitarian intervention and the 
emergence of international legal doctrines which support ‘universal jurisdiction’ in 
respect for severe human rights violations…” (Baylis & Smith 2006, p. 702).  
 
Another issue is that China on the international scene, it can be argued, feels neglected by 
Europe and the United States (Kahn, J. 2006). With this perception in mind and the new 
experience of being wanted in Sudan, China has further reasons for not listening to the 
international community and just to follow their own way when it comes to business in 
Africa. This behavior is backed up by the theory of realism where a state exclusively acts 
solely with its own interests in mind. 
 
China’s business in Sudan obviously has an effect on their inclination to intervene as such 
an action would harm the relationship with the government in Khartoum. However, it is 
also crucial to be aware of certain aspects of Chinas’ culture when it comes to dealing 
with other countries. Firstly, it can be argued that, human rights are not issues that usually 
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bother China in their own country (Amnesty International 2007), which is probably why 
these are not prioritised very high in their external relations as well. Secondly China has a 
tradition of not intervening in other countries and the country’s view on national 
sovereignty is manifested by the Chinese government, which is also underlined by the 
former Chinese president Jiang Zemin who has once stated: “human rights rank higher 
than sovereignty...national sovereignty and human rights do not conflict with each other, 
but rather complement each other." (Chu Shulong 2007). 
 
These views are very much in line with realist thought. The contrast comes to expression 
when China on the one hand wants to have a decent relationship with the African people 
and at the same time supports a regime which has no respect for its own people. As said 
by Sophie Richardson from Human Rights Watch: “China insists that it will not interfere 
in other countries' domestic affairs, but it also claims to be a great friend of the African 
people...But that doesn't square with staying silent while mass killings go on in Darfur." 
(Kahn, J. 2006). Again there is a clear sign of the dilemma between idealism and realism, 
and it appears that China has chosen the realist approach since a dispute between China 
and the Sudanese Government very likely will entail big economical consequences for 
China. The attempt to satisfy both Sudan and the international community has been a hard 
challenge for China.  Recently, the country did not veto the latest UN resolution, which is 
a choice with a more idealistic character than seen earlier.   
 
17 The Role of the United States 
 
The United States is seen as a crucial player in the international community. As a state 
which has played such a big role in international politics and international relations since 
the Second World War, it is particularly interesting to examine its approach to the crisis in 
Darfur. 
Seeing as the US intervened unilaterally in Iraq and Afghanistan many people have argued 
that, in order to stop the atrocities, unilateral humanitarian intervention in Darfur could be 
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justified. In the light of the hesitation by the international community to act in the crisis it 
has been expected that the US would intervene but since the US found intervention in Iraq 
and Afghanistan appropriate and has refrained to act in Darfur great pressure has been put 
upon the US’ credibility and accountability (Flounders 2006) The US has been exposed to 
massive criticism of the war in Iraq, which proved to be based on false pretences since the 
US claimed that Iraq possessed weapons of mass destructions of which no evidence has 
been found in the country. Furthermore claims has been made that there was strong 
correlation between Iraq’s oil reserves and the US intervention. (Ibid) The question is what 
legitimized US to enter the conflict in Iraq and not Darfur which has been described as one 
of the worst violations against humanity in our time. (Flounders 2006) 
 
The umbrella organization Save Darfur’s attempts to promote awareness on the crisis has 
provided the idealistic focus and speaks to people’s feelings saying that it cannot be 
allowed to let the people of Darfur suffer any longer. The massive attention drawn poses a 
great pressure on the Bush administration and not dealing with the conflict would definitely 
not contribute to a better general image of the US, in the aftermath of the massive critique 
of the War in Iraq, as a peace-loving nation fighting for peace in the world. (Ibid) 
 
As previously mentioned, the US and Great Britain avoided calling the crisis ‘genocide’ to 
begin with. However on 9th of September 2004 the Bush administration went public and 
called the crisis in Darfur ‘genocide’. “The President thus found himself under pressure 
from an array of public opinion elements too wide to be ignored during an election year. 
But since the ‘realists’ in the intelligence community kept insisting that Khartoum was too 
important to be harshly treated, these contradictory pressures led the White House to 
compromise on all front” (Prunier 2007, pp. 139-140) However, it was also stated that the 
US has not intended to subject a military intervention on Darfur. Hence, the US signalled 
an attitude to act, but did not say anything of ‘when’ to act (Prunier 2007). 
 
The crisis can be classified as a clash between two major directions of approaching the 
truth. Realists would perceive the motives and also duty of US to act in Darfur according to 
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its own benefits. In that line of thinking, realist considerations go in two contradictory 
directions. On the one hand action taken in form, of for instance, an embargo or 
intervention blocks the economical interests by companies that want to take a share in the 
business opportunities in Sudan. Obviously a US embargo on Sudan is unpopular among 
oil companies and other TNC’s and while the US condemn what happens in Darfur by 
imposing an embargo, which serves as an obvious obstacle for economical advances for the 
US in Sudan, China develops its business in the region. (Shabazz 2007) There is a subtle 
line between combating terrorism and maintaining an adequate relationship with a 
government that have strong connections to Al-Qaeda though. (The West’s Weekness 
2006) The US government is split in two groups, the ‘realists’ and ‘Garang lobby’4. The 
realist camp like CIA and the Defence Intelligence Agency were particularly concerned 
with the importance of maintaining a good relationship with the Government of Sudan who 
serve as a crucial source of information used for the war against terror. “The Pentagon fears 
a Darfur intervention could trigger further problems in Darfur” (ibid p. 98). The other camp 
has generally been represented by the Congress and USAID who have been keen on 
bringing the responsible people in Sudan to a court to pay for their wrong doings (Prunier 
2007). Furthermore the Clinton administration proposed, “If Khartoum continues to rebuff 
UN troops, they said, the US should launch air strikes on military targets and lock oil 
exports, preferably with support from the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and African 
Union.” (The West’s Weekness 2006, p. 8) 
 
In order to get a picture of the realist intentions behind the considerations of the US, the 
role that the US plays in the crisis has to be considered. As previously mentioned, the US 
has been accused of providing rebellion groups in Darfur with large sums of money. 
Furthermore, it can be argued that the fact that Sudan hosted one of Al-Qaeda’s most 
                                                  
4 The US State Department's John Danforth was in the forefront to impose pressure on GoS for a share of 
power which constituted hope for a peaceful ending of the South-North crisis in Sudan. John Garang the 
former leader of SPLA became vice president of Sudan for three weeks in 2005 until he died in a helicopter 
crash. Garang hence refers to a peaceful solution to the South-North Sudan conflict as a reaction to outside 
pressure without military intervention (Tinsley, Becky. Oct, 2005). 
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important training camps in the 1980s means that there might be a source of information 
about Al-Qaeda in Sudan. 
One can argue that the contradicting opinions in the Bush administration became apparent 
in relation to Sudan on the terror list. Sudan is still on the US State Department terror watch 
list, but at the same time the US avoids an intervention in Darfur. 
 
18 The Role of the United Nations 
 
As previously explained the United Nations plays a vital role when dealing with possible 
options for the determination of the lengthy conflict in Darfur, but so far many would argue 
that the UN has in the case of Darfur not been able to fully live up to its responsibility as a 
protector for all the worlds’ peoples. 
In 1945 when the UN was founded, the price it had to pay to be the sole organization that 
operated universally on a basis of cooperation was, as previously explained, that all the 
involved countries were allowed to keep their national sovereignty. It has been speculated 
that had the upholding of the national sovereignty not been a fundamental factor when 
drafting the UN charter there could be a plausible chance that the United States would not 
have joined the UN, as fear of loosing its sovereignty was part of the reason for not joining 
the League of Nations after World War I (Wells 2005). The sovereignty principle 
embedded in the organization together with the natural limitations laid upon the UN by the 
Permanent Five (USA, UK, Russia, France and China) have been said to be what actually 
made the UN possible since none of the most powerful nations were willing to give up their 
sovereignty or authority on the world stage in the name of international cooperation (Wells 
2005).  
 
However, the UN that was founded on idealistic ideas of co-operation between countries to 
achieve world peace and create equal opportunities for all the worlds’ peoples remains 
contradicting. The UN was never intended to undermine the sovereignty of each state, but 
was rather intended as a forum for co-operation and debate. But the aim of providing 
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political stability seems to make intervention for humanitarian reasons a way to achieve its 
goal, and hence violating the principle of non-intervention. 
 
Having this in mind it is clear that the UN would not have a military in the original sense, 
because a UN military force would go against the objectives of the institution itself as 
gathering grounds of all peace-loving nations. The UN was therefore additionally never 
meant to be an authorizer of unilateral interventions and wars, like the invasion of Iraq, but 
rather as an institution that determines when there is a genuine threat to international peace 
and order and subsequently facilitates establishing non-military negotiations between the 
parties involved. Only if all else fails the UN can decide if military action must be taken, 
but before this happens all five permanent members of the Security Council must vote in 
favour for intervening (Wells 2005). Again here one must keep in mind the sovereignty-
principle embedded in the charter making the UN unauthorized to interfere in something 
that is, at least until the UN deems the atrocities in Darfur genocide, technically within the 
jurisdiction of the Sudanese state.  
 
The General Assembly, which is comprised of all the UN members, could probably be 
viewed as the most idealistic institution within the UN since every state within it have a 
voice to be heard but also here realistic tendencies can be found. The General Assembly 
can merely make recommendations for resolutions and seeing that it is just 
recommendations, any state can, even with a vast majority in favour of any resolution, 
chose to ignore any decisions made and cannot be punished for not following suit. In that 
way the most powerful nations at the time of the creation of the UN, the Permanent five, 
could ensure that they would never be overruled by any majority of third world nations. 
The US alone has voted against many of the resolutions passed, leaving the impression that 
it is quite easy to ignore the UN since there are no real consequences for not obeying its 
rules. Still the General Assembly serves as some form of moral compass for the worlds’ 
nations and since it is the only universal organisation it is believed to be the sole authorizer 
and founder of universal laws (Wells 2005). As can be seen, the limitations to the functions 
of the UN are many, while the basic problem can be argued to lie within the realm of the 
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charter-bound sovereignty principle, versus the UN’s responsibility to protect the suffering 
people in the world. This means that even though the people of Darfur rely on humanitarian 
aid and assistance in stopping the atrocities committed in their region, the UN finds itself 
paralyzed by its own Charter and the sovereignty of nation-states enshrined within it. 
Rephrasing the dilemma it can be said that according to the Charter and resolution, there is 
a general expectation of the UN to fulfil its responsibility to protect people in need, and 
maintain its accountability by respecting sovereignty of the nation states. So the question 
remains which one is more important: the charter bound sovereignty of the nation-state or 
the charter bound responsibility to protect? 
 
The UN itself has not been blind to these problems, which became apparent in the 2004 
Report of the Secretary-General’s High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenge and Change. 
The UN is well aware that today is quite a different situation then when the organisation 
was founded in 1945. The world is no longer dominated by two major powers, Japan and 
Germany are no longer ‘enemy states’, and the majority of wars fought today are no longer 
inter-state wars. Today, the world is divided into north and south rather than east and west, 
and Japan and Germany are the second and third biggest financial contributor to the budget 
of the UN (Wells 2005). Furthermore, a majority of the wars that are being fought today are 
internal wars rather than inter-state wars, and today a threat of terrorist groups is faced 
which can be hard to address since they work on an inter-state level and are therefore less 
reachable for the UN, since the UN is a basis of cooperation between states. These subjects 
are increasingly being addressed in the High-Level Panel Report. It also touches upon the 
talk of reforming the Security Council since many, especially some developing countries 
and some of the biggest financial contributors, view it as reflecting an outdated world order 
and furthermore not being very representative. Therefore, it is believed that the UN will 
lose its legitimacy unless it undergoes transformation.  
 
So far little action to reform has taken place. It can be argued that the task of reforming or 
changing will be almost impossible since all states have their sovereignty intact in the 
present structure, and since the powerful countries in a reform inevitably would loose some 
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of their power, it is most likely that these countries would go against all attempts to change 
the current power structure of the UN. It could be argued that unless the member-states of 
the UN are willing to give up some of their sovereignty or the P5 would be willing to give 
up or share some of their powers with the other member-states, as a way to make the UN 
more consistent, and hence diminishing the contrast between the UN as a institution of 
cooperation and also upholding the sovereignty embedded in the charter, reforming the 
basic structure of the UN would turn out to be a difficult task. 
 
An additional problem facing the UN is the accusation that the charter of the UN and 
declarations for being written in a language too weak that most of the time merely make 
‘recommendations’ for change and furthermore that the words in these declarations are just 
words with no action to back it up. So, for example, if a state chooses to ignore a 
recommendation made by the General Assembly, there is not much the General Assembly 
or the UN itself can do to force the state to comply or punish the state if it acts out of order. 
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Discussion 
 
19 Philosophies of Social Science Approach 
 
Critical International Theory is one approach taken to criticize existing traditional theories 
on the world order, to criticize the effect of the structures within the world order and how to 
resolve the inequality created by these structures. This critical approach is the approach 
taken on by the project. Approaching the project from this angle allows taking a critical 
stance towards traditional assumptions of international relations and institutions and 
consequently recommending changes. Critical international theory acknowledges the realist 
description of world politics “as a domain shaped predominantly by various particularistic 
and exclusionary practices and institutions” (Devetak 1996, p. 165). This realist description 
of a world with ethnocentric and exclusionary practices and actors is acknowledged but at 
the same time criticized by critical international theory as it is throughout this project. The 
theory is guided by emancipatory interests, the ability to be free, to achieve autonomy, 
basically the quest for security, “the absence of threats” (Devetak 1996, p. 166) Similarly, 
the problem in Darfur is the insecurity and lack of freedom, arguably caused by constraints 
as dictated by traditional understandings of world order. For instance, state sovereignty and 
national interests which have resulted in, as has been argued throughout the project, a 
hesitation to act in the Darfur crisis.  
 
“This conception of theory does not simply present an expression of the ‘concrete historical 
situation’, it also acts as ‘a force within (that situation) to stimulate change’. It allows for 
the intervention of humans in the making of their history” (Devetak 1996, p. 147) As 
Immanuel Kant seeks to do in, “Perpetual Peace: how to bring peace and freedom to a 
world divided by particularistic forces” (Devetak 1996, p. 165), critical international theory 
attempts to theorize change and how to remove constraints such as violence, war, poverty 
political oppression, poor education. Critical international theorist, Linklater, states that 
critical international theory inquires into “‘the possibility of realizing the moral life in an 
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international system of states’” (Devetak 1996, p. 165). Similarly, this project attempts to 
investigate whether morals and values exemplified by individual rights can be truly 
incorporated in an international system of states, whether individual rights can overcome 
sovereign rights. Critical international theory reflects, “on the possibility of extending the 
rational, just and democratic organization of politics to the entire species.” (Devetak 1996, 
p. 148) 
 
It can be argued that critical international theory attempts to criticize and challenge 
traditional ways of understanding the world order and include moral considerations in 
world politics. “In many ways it was in response to Waltz’s neo-realism that critical 
international theory emerged. In his landmark text, Theory of International Politics (1979), 
Waltz attempted to place realism or the balance-of-power theory, on more secure, scientific 
ground” (Devetak 1996, p. 149) Traditional theories such as Waltz neo-realism attempts to 
identify, “‘the objective laws of international relations while excluding subjective and 
intersubjective phenomena such as behaviour motivated by norm, values or consent’” 
(Devetak 1996, p. 149) So, traditional theories, such as neo-realism takes realist 
assumptions to work within the global system as the stabilizing effect, as does neo-liberal 
institutionalism which aims to create smooth relationships between states and the global 
economy. It was believed to stabilize and legitimize the present order and the social and 
power relationships and institutions of international relations. The theories claim to be 
unbiased and value neutral, however, by accepting structures, this claim fails “‘value-bound 
by virtue of the fact that it implicitly accepts the prevailing order as its own framework’” 
(Devetak 1996, page 150).  
 
However, it was criticized by critical theoreticians that the effects of this approach tend to 
be increased inequalities of power and wealth. They believed that predominant structures 
within the world order, where the nation state is the most important structural entity, block 
the ability to extend values and norms internationally; state sovereignty is blocking the 
ability for humanitarian intervention in Darfur to uphold basic human rights. It is argued by 
Ashley that, “the possibility of global transformation whereby moral and political co-
Page | 62  
 
operation or community is extended universally” (Devetak 1996, p. 153) is very difficult. 
Similarly, according to Linklater, the “Commitment to extending the rational, just and 
democratic organization of politics beyond the level of the state is deflected in realism by 
the impossibility theorem” (Devetak 1996, p. 153)  
 
To be able to revive this commitment, Ashley draws from the realist theories, an 
emancipatory interest concerned with “‘securing freedom from unacknowledged 
constraints, relations of domination,  and conditions of distorted communication and 
understanding that deny humans the capacity to make their future through full will and 
consciousness’” (Devetak 1996, p. 153) On the other hand,  “neo-realism and realism in 
general makes no allowance for political action guided by interests other than technical 
ones.” (Devetak 1996, p. 154) By underlying the fact that the production of realist theory 
was driven by technical interests (Subjects to gain control over an environment), the 
interest of this project is made clear; to challenge and remove social constraints in freedom 
and thereby contribute to the possible transformation of international relations. According 
to Linklater, “Kant’s theory of international relations is an early attempt to map out a 
critical international theory by absorbing the insights and criticizing the weaknesses in 
realist and rationalist thought under an interest in universal freedom and justice” (Devetak 
1996, p. 155)  
 
As stated, violence, war, political oppression, poor education and so on are all examples of 
constraints which threaten the well being of people in general. Security is very much a 
factor in these constraints and like states and power has rarely been critically analyzed 
(Devetak 1996). Critical security studies are an incorporated dimension of critical 
international theory and deals with examining and criticizing traditional conceptions of 
security: achieving security for the state through violence and accumulation of instruments 
of violence. Critical security studies recognize that, “‘globally, the sovereign state is one of 
the main causes of insecurity: it is part of the problem rather than the solution’” (Devetak 
1996, p. 167). This is very much apparent in Darfur, where it is the state that is the main 
cause of insecurity. Therefore, by taking a critical international theory approach, the view 
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that states are primary or exclusive subjects of security is questioned. Instead states are 
sometimes the cause of insecurity as in the case of Darfur. Khartoum is allowing the 
insecurity and failing to protect its citizens. The critical question is what can be done to 
emancipate the people of Darfur from these violent constraints causing insecurity. When 
critically studying security, three questions can be asked, “‘first, what is security?’” 
(Devetak 1996, p. 167), Security for the people of Darfur would be protection from 
violence. “‘Second, who is being secured by the prevailing order, and who or what are they 
being secured against?’” (Devetak 1996, p. 167)  The security needed is, according to 
traditional theories, supposed to come from the state. However, the project argues that the 
international community through the United Nations and their peacekeeping force would be 
the prevailing order. The people of Darfur need to be secured against Government 
sponsored Janjaweed attacks. “‘Third, … (with) whose security should we be concerning 
ourselves, and by which agents and through which strategies should this security be 
attained?’” (Devetak 1996, p. 167) This third question allows for a debate on whether the 
security of the people of Darfur is one that the international community should be 
concerning itself with, the project argues that it should, as the state has clearly shown that it 
has failed to fulfil its responsibility to protect. Another debate from this question can be 
seen on which agents and through which strategies intervention should be attained. Is it 
legitimate to have a unilateral intervention into regions of conflict such as Darfur if 
multilateral attempts fail? These discussions will be seen later in the project.  
 
It can be argued that a shift in security keeping from sovereign states to humanity has been 
made. And, it can be argued that security cannot be bought at the expense of others, states 
or people, when others are treated as ends rather than means, security depends on mutual 
interdependence (Devetak 1996). This critique of exclusionism and particularism leads to a 
recommendation to expand the moral and political community. In favour of International 
Critical Theory, Linklater argues that, when states determine their own political and moral 
community as realists do, a rigid boundary between us and them is created which produces 
this exclusionism and particularism (Devetak 1996). As a response to this, universal 
emancipation would be needed which could be attained through political organizations 
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“‘less insistent on sovereignty and more tolerant of the sub-national and transnational 
loyalties on which future sites of organizational power may come to rest’” (Devetak 1996, 
p. 168-169) “Emancipation, then, can be understood as the establishment of a community 
which allows, and protects, the development of universal autonomy” (Devetak 1996, p. 
169) The question remains of how to overcome particularism and exclusionism, of how to 
find a balance between universalism and cultural diversity, “how is it possible to realize the 
‘moral life’ in world politics given the tremendous pluralism that exists?” (Devetak 1996, 
p. 170) 
 
20 When is it Legitimate to Intervene in an Internal Crisis 
such as the Darfur Crisis 
 
The world today is interrelated in an international society. As a reaction to World War II, 
the framework of co-operation is based on mutual respect for sovereignty, non-intervention 
and non-use of force in order to secure peace and stability. At the same time, universal 
human rights were globally spread with the emergence of the UN in 1945. (Wheeler 2001) 
Nevertheless, the doctrine of building peace on these, in its nature, conflicting principles, 
seems to encounter increasing difficulties in the world today. 
 
As previously mentioned the UN is criticized for conducting world politics from post-
World War II stance that shows little resemblance to how the world is structured today. The 
UN Charter requires sovereign states to watch over and protect their own citizens.  
Hence, what takes place in a country is the responsibility of the state itself: 
 
Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations to 
intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any 
state or shall require the Members to submit such matters to settlement under the 
present Charter; but this principle shall not prejudice the application of 
enforcement measures under Chapter Vll. (UN charter Article 2 (7))    
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However, states to state conflicts that were the reality of the post-World War II world, has 
little hold on the situation of today. Today, a global pattern of internal conflicts between 
tribes or rebels and governments can be observed. Increasing interdependency and 
intermingling of peoples means that conflicts today impose emotional loads on people from 
all parts of the world. Humanitarian intervention has hence, in particular to the civil 
population, become an answer on how to act on the bad and actively transform the world 
into a more peaceful place. But is the edge of time to react reached? For how long should 
the international community observe violations on humanity before action is decided? 
Particularly, what defines one crisis to be prioritized over another? 
 
In the UN charter the perimeter for acting is to act when nothing else can maintain peace in 
the world. “Should the Security Council consider that measures provided for in Article 415 
would be inadequate or have proved to be inadequate, it may take such action by air, sea, or 
land forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security. 
Such action may include demonstrations, blockade, and other operations by air, sea, or land 
forces of Members of the United Nations.” (UN Charter Article 42) However, as argued, in 
practice this solution is hardly an option. Conversely, the representatives of solidarists 
international theory, who argue that “states have both a legal right and a moral obligations 
to intervene in exceptional cases” (Wheeler and Bellamy 2001 pp. 475), stresses the 
common responsibility towards our fellow human beings and advocates for immediate 
action on serious crisis. The pluralists back-up the inclination to act when a violation of 
humanitarian interests is taking place, but are very careful to not to legitimize humanitarian 
intervention before a complete consensus on how to conduct has been achieved, in order to 
prevent complete disorder. (Wheeler and Bellamy 2001) According to the High-Level 
Panel on Threats, Challenges and Changes there is a growing tendency of jointly 
recognition among UN member states of the collective responsibility to act when a state 
dismisses its duty to protect its own people. (General Assembly 2004) 
                                                  
5 Non-use of force sanctions 
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However, one could argue that such consensus on universal norms would imply that the 
decision process on when to take action would be very lengthy and could result in action 
never taking place. As a response the counter-restrictionists from the solidarists camp 
argue, that in case of absence of action of the UN to serious crises, other countries can be 
legitimized to take over and reduce the suffering. Furthermore solidarists suggest that 
“states that massively violate human rights should forfeit their rights to be treated as 
legitimate sovereigns, thereby morally entitling other states to use force to stop the 
oppression.” (Wheeler 2001, pp. 12-13). This approach can turn to be extremely risky. 
From a realist point of view such principles could easily be abused for a pretext for military 
intervention. Pluralists would also argue that, the basis of intervention is very likely to be 
culturally biased. (Wheeler and Bellamy 2001) This issue is explicitly outlined in the 
elaboration of the international critical theory and discussion on the contradiction between 
particularlism and universal norms and values.  
 
The UN High-Level Panel report suggests at least five criteria should be fulfilled, before an 
intervention can be justified: 
   (a) Seriousness of threat. Is the threat harmful to the State or human security of a kind, 
and sufficiently clear and serious, to justify prima facie the use of military force? In the 
case of internal threats, does it involve genocide and other large-scale killing, ethnic 
cleansing or serious violations of international humanitarian law, actual or imminently 
apprehended? 
   (b) Proper purpose. Is it clear that the primary purpose of the proposed military action is 
to halt or avert the threat in question, whatever other purposes or motives may be involved? 
   (c) Last resort. Has every non-military option for meeting the threat in question been 
explored, with reasonable grounds for believing that other measures will not succeed?  
   (d) Proportional means. Are the scale, duration and intensity of the proposed military 
action the minimum necessary to meet the threat in question? 
   (e) Balance of consequences. Is there a reasonable chance of the military action being 
successful in meeting the threat in question, with the consequences of action not likely to be 
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worse than the consequences of inaction? (General Assemble 2004 pp. 57-58) 
 
Talking merely how to legitimize a humanitarian intervention leaves out the crucial point of 
defining when a crisis is serious enough to be helped by intervention. As mentioned in 
Article 2 from the UN Charter, no clear definition of when the crucial point is reached in a 
crisis, entitling a deployment of a UN humanitarian intervention is stated. It is basically a 
matter of interpretation. Article 2 which prohibit the involvement in a states’ internal 
affairs, encompass according to restrictionists also the case with humanitarian intervention, 
as it is by any means a forced involvement in the state’s own matters. Conversely counter-
restrictionists argue that a humanitarian intervention could be justified as an exception, like 
self-defense. (Wheeler and Bellamy 2001) However, according to the report, “there is a 
growing acceptance that while sovereign Governments have the primary responsibility to 
protect their own citizens from such catastrophes, when they are unable or unwilling to do 
so that responsibility should be taken up by the wider international community”. (General 
Assembly 2004 pp. 56-57) 
A specific agreed classification measuring the degree of seriousness of a crisis seems to be 
highly difficult. For instance, the aftermath of the war in Iraq seems to justify that the UN 
decision to not go into Iraq was right. Nonetheless, the genocide in Rwanda seemed to have 
given the international society a lesson that action needs to be taken in order to avoid 
similar cases in the future. So the question remains: does the Darfur crisis not fulfil those 
requirements? 
 
Hence, in line with the critical theory it would make much sense to construct more specific 
criteria for when to intervene in countries’ internal conflicts. Proved by history, countries 
fall to passivism when the intervention is based too much on realistic concerns. However, 
one could argue that a general prescription on how to act given from a list of criteria, would 
lack the ability to suit each case. Instead different incidents ought to be treated differently, 
taking cultural diversity into account. For instance, one crisis could be helped out by 
humanitarian intervention, whereas another crisis could need other kinds of incentives. 
Anyhow, solidarists provide an alternative solution: First there must be a cause or an 
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emergency that can only be helped by people from outside the conflict, secondly one needs 
to make sure that an intervention is the last alternative, third that the intervention is 
proportional and at last it is required that there are good prospects that the intervention will 
improve the situation. (Wheeler 2002) 
 
However, the UN has in some cases proved to be rather ineffective, maybe in particular as 
made apparent in the case of Darfur. The pluralists of the English school have argued for a 
new outlook on sovereignty, moving away from the traditional realist approach into an 
understanding of international relations as less reliant on borders. It is further argued that 
new criteria for the principle of non-intervention have to be considered in order to enhance 
actability towards violations on humanity.  
 
21 Who are Legitimate to intervene in an Internal Crisis 
such as the Darfur Crisis 
 
If one body could be seen as being legitimate to intervene in a crisis as severe as the Darfur 
crisis, one might argue, it would be the UN. The UN is to this day the only existing 
universal body and is representative of 192 of the worlds’ nations (United Nations Member 
states n.d.) and could therefore be said to have all the worlds’ peoples’ best interest at heart, 
since every nation has a voice in the General Assembly. It could therefore be said to be the 
best candidate for acting out a humanitarian intervention when something morally 
indefensible is going on as in the case of Darfur. Despite the fact that the UN is the 
organisation most representative of the world and maybe the best option for an intervention, 
its legitimacy at the same time encounters criticism. 
 
It could be claimed that the UN’s power-structure between the member-states is in fact not 
so representative of how the world looks after all. When looking at the Security Council – 
the UN’s most powerful body (Global Policy Forum n.d.), it is arranged with five 
permanent states (USA, UK, Russia, China and France) who have a veto right for any 
Page | 69  
 
suggestions brought forward to the council – thereby making these exact five states the 
most powerful in the Council and organisation. Accordingly, a proposal advocating for UN 
intervention has to be approved by the P5 in the Security Council. Having realism in mind, 
one might argue that since every state acts primarily according to its own interests any 
member of the P5 having any national interest which opposes an intervention in a specific 
country would vote no to suggestions made to do so, no matter how grave the humanitarian 
situation in said country might be. “The concept of ‘humanitarian intervention' professes to 
be free of crude calculations of geopolitics and national interests” (Neuman 1998, p. 185) 
From a realist point of view at least, one could argue, that not even the UN is capable of 
conducting a humanitarian intervention because, as explained above, UN is and could not 
possibly be neutral or completely above national interests. Furthermore the five states in the 
permanent seats in the Security Council also happen to be fairly wealthy countries from the 
northern hemisphere of the world which inevitably poses questions as to whether they can 
represent the world’s poorest people. As the world looks today the majority of people live 
in poorer parts of the world and the majority of the worlds’ wars are being fought here so in 
the light of this, one might argue that the UN is, in fact, not representative at all and 
therefore not legitimate to interfere in something that is technically within the jurisdiction 
of the nation-state. However the UN continues to be the only existing supra-national 
institution suggesting any sort of international law which can serve as kind of a moral 
compass, constituting the ‘rules for the game’ as argued by idealists. 
 
The UN itself does not have a military force at its disposal but a peace-keeping force that 
has to be invited by both of the warring parties. The process from proposal to the actual 
deployment of peace-keeping forces is very likely to take a vast amount of time, because 
action can only take form when all other negotiations, embargoes etc. have been tried (UN 
Charter n.d.). It could be argued, this helps make the UN more legitimate since it does not 
have a military force, idealistically the incentives for intervening can not stem from 
national interests, because there is nothing that can be gained, except from peace, when the 
force going in is a peacekeeping force and not a military one. So, it could be argued, what 
makes the UN a realist institution are the decisions that are not made but instead gets 
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vetoed by one or more members of the P5 out of national interest. The UN can though, if it 
gathers support from its member states and get a confirmative vote from the P5, deploy a 
military force if its member states agree in voluntarily gathering it from their own armies 
(United Nations Charter, Ch. VII). However, such employment of a military force is 
generally perceived as a big failure for the UN, because it means that all the negotiations 
and cooperation that UN is built upon has failed, and it is hence no longer keeping peace 
but, perhaps, igniting war (Wells 2005). As this is the absolute last resort military 
intervention has only taken place once, namely in the war in the Republic of the Congo in 
the 1960’s (United Nations Background on Republic of the Congo n.d.) 
 
As explained in earlier chapters the UN itself is definitely not blind to the challenges and 
talk of reform has been undertaken. The UN is well aware that the world is quite 
remarkably different today than it was when it was founded in 1945. Therefore a UN that 
reflects the world as it looked in 1945 with a structure that has not changed dramatically 
could perhaps no longer be viewed as being legitimate. Even though, the UN is aware of 
this not much has happened in this direction except from diplomatic talks. So, one could 
speculate, when we have a UN that more or less reflects a world that is dramatically 
different from today’s world can it be expected that it can solve the crisis of today? When 
the charter and structure of the UN so clearly reflects the situation of 1945 and furthermore 
is extremely conflicting in its values, can it be expected to lay the ground for an 
organisation with that big a, at least moral, responsibility? And furthermore it can be argued 
that when the organisation has tried to reform itself to reflect a more modern world, and not 
yet has been able to do so, is it then valid and defendable still to view the UN as a reliable 
and legitimate organisation to turn to with the problems facing the modern world? 
 
So if the UN is no longer to be perceived as having the proper legitimacy and reliability, 
one might argue that a unilateral intervention would be in place in the name of humanity. 
So if the UN sees itself paralyzed by its contradicting charter; the Arab states show their 
‘solidarity with the sisterly Republic of Sudan, and their determination to preserve its unity 
and territorial integrity’ (Kamel Labidi in Opinion Journal 2004) and the African Unions 
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mandate in Darfur is limited to deploying peacekeeping troops which are insufficiently 
equipped to deal with the atrocities going on, perhaps then after all a unilateral intervention, 
by for instance the US, could be justified. By unilateral intervention the subject of pursuit 
of national interest in the realist sense, would perhaps be even more present and seeing as 
there is oil in Sudan this could very well be seen as a motive for entering into the country 
unilaterally. On the other hand one could argue that while the international community is 
concerned with showing outrage over what is happening and while UN seeks to find 
legitimate ways under international law to intervene and undergo lengthy diplomatic 
discussions on the matter, the people in Darfur are still suffering, and more and more 
people are dying every day (Brooks 2004). So it could very well be argued that in the name 
of ‘human kind’, any intervention, as long as it happens soon, is legitimate. And while the 
UN cannot find the strength and agreements to enforce it multilaterally then unilateral 
intervention is the only option left. But having the US’s lack of public support for the 
invasion in Iraq in mind, the general opinion might not be in favour for an intervention into 
Sudan as in the words of Brooks: ‘the "never again" always comes. But still, we have all 
agreed, this sad cycle is better than having some impromptu coalition of nations actually go 
in "unilaterally" and do something. That would lack legitimacy! Strain alliances! Menace 
international law! Threaten the multilateral ideal!’ (Brooks Sep. 25, 2004) For, as stated in 
the article ‘The U.S. Cavalry’ in Opinion Journal “it is fashionable these days to express 
distaste for American ‘unilateralism’ and ‘hegemony.” The unfolding catastrophe in Darfur 
offers a chilling view of what the alternative really looks like’ (Opinion Journal 2004).  
 
22 Why is it legitimate to intervene in an Internal Crisis 
such as the Darfur Crisis 
 
It is also relevant to look into the question of why there should be a humanitarian 
intervention at all. As stated earlier it is, according to the international community, the local 
government in Sudan that has the main responsibility for the crisis and one could wonder 
why the international community should have a say in a conflict that far away and which 
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has no influence on the West. However, as can be explained with critical international 
theory there are both reasons and possibilities for humanitarian intervention, and according 
to solidarists: “states have both a legal right and a moral duty to intervene in situations of 
genocide and mass killing that offend against minimum standards of humanity” (Baylis and 
Smith 2006, p. 559). 
 
What is interesting then, is the discussion on why a humanitarian intervention should be 
carried out by UN or for instance by the US as suggested earlier. One has to be aware that 
“whether the use of force can promote humanitarian values and long-term reconstruction in 
murderous and/or failed states (…)” and “whether states can be trusted with the 
responsibility to act as armed agents of common humanity. (…) we should be cautious 
about investing too much faith in state leaders as guardians of human rights in world 
politics and suspicious about motivation when they do invoke human rights to legitimize 
military action” (Ibid. p.556). As stated here it is relevant to ask if other states can really be 
counted on as reliable in intervening in other states’ affairs when it could be argued that the 
intervening states would mostly intervene when it is for their own best interests and not out 
of pure humanity. Looking at the genocide in Rwanda one could argue that state-leaders of 
the western world are not the best guardians of moral responsibility and human rights in 
world politics (Ibid). 
 
However this argument will not lead to an elimination of the crisis. What can be taken into 
consideration is the solidarist tradition, which however, does not give a clear answer to how 
many people have to die before enough is enough. But as Vincent (Vincent and Wilson 
1993:124-5) claims: ‘We have to act as if other states are legitimate, not because they are 
legitimate [in their upholding of plural conceptions of the good] but because to do 
otherwise would lead to chaos … states ought to satisfy certain basic requirements of 
decency before they qualify for the protection which the principle of non-intervention 
provides’” (Baylis & Smith 2006, p. 651). Derived from this assertion, intervention can to a 
certain extent be seen as legitimate as the alternative, non-intervention, might be even 
worse. And according to Counter-restrictionists: “(…) UN’s primary purpose is to maintain 
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international peace and security’. But other counter-restrictionists “go even further, 
asserting that if the UN fails to take remedial action in cases of genocide and mass-killing – 
as was so often the case during the cold war – individual states gain the legal right to 
intervene with force to reduce human suffering” (Baylis & Smith 2006, p. 560). 
 
Within the UN’s most powerful member states6 are no representatives from the African 
Continent, and this means that the organisation can seem like a western project, not at least 
because the founder of League of Nations, Woodrow Wilson, was American.  To enter 
Sudan, in the name of UN and with human rights as the motive, would be the most 
legitimate solution, as it is in the interest of all people (Baylis & Smith 2006, p. 699). 
However it can also by some be seen as an attempt to make western norms and values 
universal and thus limit domestic political regimes and as argued:  “universalism is 
destructive not just of undesirable differences between societies but of desirable and desired 
differences. The human rights movement stresses the common humanity of the peoples of 
the world, but for many, the things that distinguish us from one another are as important as 
the things that unify us” (Ibid).  
 
In the case of Darfur the dilemma is not whether mass killings, rapes and ethnic cleansing 
are morally indefensible and should be acted upon by the international community. The 
dilemma rises the question of ethnocentrism; when it becomes difficult or impossible for 
the external viewer to understand or accept other cultures, due to own biases (Heywood 
2002 p. 403). In this sense a western influenced UN can on certain points be seen as 
ethnocentric and as stated by Forbes: “(…) in a context of international relations 
ethnocentrism takes the form of pseudo-patriotism; ‘we’ are the best people and the best 
country in the world, and we should either keep out of world affairs altogether or we should 
participate – but without losing our full sovereignty, power and economic advantage” 
(Forbes, H. D. 1985, p. 24). Thus the human rights developed by UN can hereby be 
interpreted as ethnocentric and together with the union’s wish of making them universal, it 
                                                  
6 France, China, Russia, US and GB. 
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can be criticized for being a western attempt of engaging imperialism using human rights as 
the tool. This dilemma comes to expression in former UN Secretary General Kofi Annan’s 
specach: “where he declared that there was a ‘developing international norm’ to forcibly 
protect civilians who were at risk from genocide and large scale-killings” (Baylis & Smith 
2006, p. 556).  
 
However, despite the UN’s dominating western beliefs it can also be counter argued that 
this organisation is the most justified for an intervention, as it does however have 
representatives from most countries in the world. What furthermore makes the authority 
very legitimate is the fact that it is recognised by several INGOs such as Save the Children, 
Amnesty International etc. who on a global level support UN’s human rights and morals. 
 
Still the UN can be criticized and its legitimacy doubted as it appears that the diverse 
membership can be more of a symbolic value, which is seen in form of the decision 
making-procedure where power exclusively is exercised by the few. Moreover, the fact that 
Sudan and other regimes such as North Korea are members underscores that the legitimacy 
can be questioned. And as asked in Baylis & Smith (2006, p. 556) ‘Should tyrannical states 
be recognized as legitimate members of international society, and accorded the protection 
afforded by the non-intervention principle?’ it again appears that regimes such as Sudan 
should not have the ‘approval’ in committing those crimes to its own people and at the 
same time being protected by a sovereign right.  
 
The US has not hesitated when it comes to intervention in world affairs. The latest cases in 
both Afghanistan and Iraq show that the principle of state sovereignty has not been an 
obstacle for invading countries earlier, and though there has been a growing public 
resistance towards letting US interfere with other countries’ affairs, it is noteworthy how 
the US have chosen not to intervene in Darfur, where exactly many reasons speaks in 
favour of an intervention. Again it can be argued that other motives than humanitarian 
could lie behind these interventions, for instance US’s national security. After 9/11 it is said 
that US can have changed its foreign policy. Some argues that “USA has placed its own 
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strategic interests ahead of concern for human rights, both overseas and at home”, while 
others argue that “Western states will only militarily intervene in humanitarian emergencies 
if they believe vital security interests are at stake (Baylis & Smith 2006, p. 572). Again the 
question whether an intervention should be made by yet another Western state is legitimate 
as this again leads back to the dilemma of ethnocentrism where: “The ethnocentrist was 
someone who judged foreign groups by domestic standards. Ethnocentrism was contrasted 
with cosmopolitanism and cultural relativism” (Forbes, H. D. 1985 p. 22). 
 
Having both the US and to a certain degree the UN as examples it appears that 
ethnocentrism in the sense of western values, has a foundation for development. It is not 
claimed that western values are harmful – the crucial point in this discussion is the issue 
concerning why it should be western states that have to act in an African crisis, and why it 
is the Western states that apparently have the largest influence in international relations. 
 
23 Concluding thoughts of the Discussion 
 
There have been various discussions addressed throughout this project. Most have had their 
point of departure in the concept of legitimacy. When and why is it legitimate for the 
international community to act in a crisis such as the Darfur crisis? And is the international 
community and not the state, the legitimate performer of this task? The discussions have 
included questions regarding the sovereignty of nation states, the upholding of basic human 
rights and the implementation of the Responsibility to Protect clause. These discussions 
have shed a light on the dilemmas made apparent when investigating the hesitation of the 
International community to act in the Darfur Crisis. Throughout the project a critical 
international approach has been taken which has resulted in a criticism of traditional 
understandings of the present world order.  As focused upon when looking at critical 
international theory, this project has attempted to produce a “historical-sociological 
analysis of the structures of modern world politics” (Devetak 1996, p. 173) and a 
“philosophical critique of particularism and exclusion” (Devetak 1996, p. 173). The final 
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production is a “philosophical enquiry into the conditions under which emancipation in 
world politics is possible” (Devetak 1996, p. 173). This is what this passage seeks to 
produce. All three productions are similar in their common theme of the sovereign states, 
the sovereign state is an example of exclusion and it stands as a constraint to emancipation. 
The question remains how to overcome this state sovereignty and begin post-sovereign 
world politics.   
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Conclusion & Recommendations 
 
24 Conclusion 
 
Which political dilemmas are made apparent when investigating the hesitation of the 
International community to act in the Darfur crisis? There are many dilemmas made 
apparent when investigating the hesitation of the international community to act in the 
Darfur crisis. All actors have a certain amount of influence on the situation in Darfur and an 
obligation to uphold basic human rights as prescribed in the United Nations Charter. 
Dilemmas appear when having to carry out this obligation as it conflicts with realists 
considerations of the nation state. 
 
The United States has a great role to play in the Darfur crisis. First of all, the US is 
providing various actors with economical support, and secondly the US has a loud voice in  
the forum of the UN, being part of the P5. Through modern history the US has shown its 
ability to act in world affairs. There are hence vast expectations from many different groups 
for the US to act in Darfur – be it through unilateral intervention or by imposing pressure 
on the UN to conduct a humanitarian intervention in Darfur. On the other hand, the US has 
both political and economical interests to draw on in its considerations. Their actions are 
hence a counterbalance between satisfying the international society in terms of the US’ 
humanitarian responsibility due to the UN charter, while at the same time performing 
powerfully in the war against terror and considering realist interests and preventing to blush 
the conflict with the country that can provide them with information about Al-Qaeda. The 
image of the US is increasingly becoming more tarnished in the aftermath of the war in Iraq 
and the continuing presence in Afghanistan. Hence, international support for a unilateral 
intervention would be doubtful. 
 
China’s many connections to the government in Sudan are damaging for a solution to the 
crisis. Due to especially oil investments China benefits from cooperating with the regime in 
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Khartoum. There is a chance of damaging their diplomatic relationship if China criticizes 
the regime’s behaviour or if they in the forum of the United Nations veto the sanctions 
towards the country. China’s beforehand problematic relationship with human rights 
merely worsens its case. It can be argued that China tends to focus more on economical 
relations which in this case is at the expense of human rights. Despite the fact that China is 
under pressure from both the international community and the government of Sudan, it 
must be concluded that China by their reluctance to exercise their power over the regime, 
has been damaging for the people of Darfur. 
 
Many factors have hindered the African Union from taking part in the crisis on a 
necessary level. The difficulties faced are among others the fact that Sudan would only 
give a limited mandate to the African Union only allowing them to watch the tragedy 
unfold. That the African Union has had no experiences with crises of the extent of the 
Darfurian is another obstacle that together with the union’s constrained military capacities 
weakens the chance of success for the African Union. Furthermore, due to the possibility 
of offending member states, the union has not stated that ethnic cleansing is going on yet; 
this attempt to avoid internal conflicts and acknowledging the genocide also weakened the 
union. The very fragile organisation is probably the one that has the most legitimacy to 
the African part of the world when it comes to an intervention. However, their presence 
has been mainly symbolic so far. 
 
As stated by the international community, the Government of Sudan has the main 
responsibility for the crisis. Being a member of United Nations is very contradictive and 
the regime is not influenced by that position. It can be argued that they have the direct 
power to stop the bloodsheds, but they do not have the will. Attempts made to keep and 
gain power are conducted at the expense of human rights and has lead to hundreds of 
thousands killed and millions displaced from their homes. Protected by the principle of 
sovereignty, the government can operate unaffected by the attempts made by the 
international community to exert pressure on it. Hence, the perspectives for an end to the 
crisis, initiated by the government, seem unrealistic.  
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Based on these contradictory considerations, a general dilemma can be seen as the clash 
between the idealist thought of human rights and realist thought of state sovereignty which 
can be seen as the cause of the hesitation of the international community to act in the 
Darfur crisis. Following critical international theory, the project has tried to deal with the 
dilemma by producing some practical recommendations for change towards preventing 
similar conflicts.  
 
As for the United Nations the most prevailing dilemma facing the organization is its 
charter bound contradictions between idealistic cooperation towards protecting the worlds’ 
people against the scourge of war and realistic tendencies in the maintenance of the 
sovereign rights of the nation state. The realistic tendencies are most evident in the P5 
which, it can be said, is the most powerful group of countries in the UN but even in the 
UN’s most idealistic body, the General Assembly, realistic tendencies can be found in the 
fact that the declarations passed are mainly recommendations and consequences for the 
states refusing to act hereunder. The UN is aware of these flaws in its foundation and talks 
of reform has been undertaken but this has so far not moved beyond talks which, it could be 
argued, makes for a less legitimate UN. Relating this to the crisis in Darfur it has been 
made evident that the UN is in fact paralysed by its own contradicting charter since it 
cannot ignore the sovereignty of the state of Sudan and enter the country on humanitarian 
grounds alone.    
 
25 Recommendations for change 
 
As it is argued in the project, the prescribed world order, according to traditional theories, 
has resulted in a focus on national sovereignty and national interests as the prime principles 
of this world order. When faced with crises such as in Darfur, this focus, results in a lack of 
action because national humanitarian crises where the state has failed to respect its 
responsibility to protect are not recognized as being in the interests of sovereign states and 
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would break the sovereignty of the failed state. Hence in this case, ongoing violence and 
insecurity is very much apparent for the people of Darfur. These constraints, fundamentally 
caused by traditional principles, have created inequality. Therefore, recommendations need 
to be made as to how to regain freedom through security for the people of Darfur.  
According to critical international theory, “Emancipation, then, can be understood as the 
establishment of a community which allows, and protects, the development of universal 
autonomy” (Devetak 1996, p. 169). This universal emancipation could be attained through 
political organizations, “‘less insistent on sovereignty and more tolerant of the sub-national 
and transnational loyalties on which future sites of organizational power may come to rest’” 
(Devetak 1996, p. 168-169). 
 
Recommendations for change, as prescribed by critical international theory, focus on 
creating more sustainable international standards and norms and for states to surrender 
more of their power and influence to a higher international level. “‘The possibility of 
realizing the moral life in an international system of states’” (Devetak 1996, p. 165) and 
“extending the rational, just and democratic organization of politics to the entire species.” 
(Devetak 1996, p. 148). Increased focus on how to uphold, and the importance of 
upholding, democracy and basic human rights is needed. The United Nations itself, through 
its High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change, recognizes this, “we cannot move 
forward without restoring the credibility and effectiveness of our human rights mechanisms 
and refocusing ourselves on the protection of individual rights” (High-Level Panel on 
Threats, Challenges and Change 2004, A More Secure World: Our Shared Responsibility). 
 
It can be argued that increasing the importance of upholding, and in general increasing, 
internationally agreed standards and norms will extend the moral and political community. 
This challenges the notion of exclusive national communities which therefore challenges 
their wish for increased internationalization. So, a dilemma for the main international body, 
the United Nations, is made apparent. A dilemma of how to increase the commitment to 
upholding human rights while at the same time maintaining the general commitment of all 
its members to the organization. The United Nations will need to increase its legitimacy so 
Page | 81  
 
as to keep its support. Legitimacy can be sustained through increasing the representation of 
the United Nations Security Council, through increasing communication, mediation and 
diplomacy and through transparency. Practical examples of how to achieve this can be 
found in the High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change, “The United Nations 
should work with national authorities, international financial institutions, civil society 
organizations and the private sector to develop norms governing the management of natural 
resources for countries emerging from or at risk of conflict”  (High-Level Panel on Threats, 
Challenges and Change 2004, A More Secure World: Our Shared Responsibility). “The 
United Nations should build on the experience of regional organizations in developing 
frameworks for minority rights and the protection of democratically elected Governments 
from unconstitutional overthrow” (High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change 
2004, A More Secure World: Our Shared Responsibility). “All Member States should 
report completely and accurately on all elements of the United Nations Register of 
Conventional Arms, and the Secretary-General should be asked to report annually to the 
General Assembly and Security Council on any inadequacies in the reporting” (High-Level 
Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change 2004, A More Secure World: Our Shared 
Responsibility). The listed recommendations to increase diplomacy, protection and 
transparency, if fully applied and followed, it can be argued, would help to decrease the risk 
of future crises such as in Darfur from occurring and would, it can be argued, help to 
achieve a resolution on crises such as in Darfur 
 
It can be argued that creating a more legitimate international body through some of the 
recommendations listed above would allow for states to surrender more of their military 
and financial power to the international body. A more powerful United Nations consistent 
of a weakened doctrine of sovereignty would mean that Sudan would be less able to use 
sovereignty as a block for humanitarian intervention, and the act of solely driving for 
national interests by states in general would be seen as less justified in international 
politics. This post-sovereign United Nations would through more influence, through less 
exclusionism, less protectionism and more openness of its members, more forcefully be 
able to restore equality. 
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